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ANIMA DVERSIONs onthe 


Caſe of Mr. John Simſon, &c. 


z HIS Caſe was firſt publiſh- 
ed a little after the ſittin 

ell down of the laſt General A 
HI ſembly, when the Repreſen- 
SY tatives from the Presbytery 
of Glaſgow, whoſe Conduct 
is ſo much reflected upon, 
had no Opportunity of vin- 
dicating themſelves or their 
' Conſtituents, otherwiſe than 
_ = Ts | by laying before that Vene- 
rable Meeting the Regiſter of their Proceedings in that 
Affair, and explaining by Word df Mouth the Grounds 
they went upon. Yet the Aſſembly, after reading thoſe 
Proceedings, and hearing Parties upon them, were 
ſo far from finding Fault with the Conduct of the 
Presbytery, that they ordered the Moderator in their 
Name to give them Thanks in the Terms follow- 


1 Edr. May 18. 1727. Poft meridiem. 
The General A ſſembly gave the Members preſent 
from the Presbytery of Glaſgow, for themſelves, and 

| A in 


( 4 ) 5 
in Name of the other Bretbres thereof, their hearty 
Thanks for their great Zeal, Diligence and Fu 5 
they bave ſhown in managing the Trial of Profeſſor 
Simſon, and for the ſingular 3 they have thereby 
teſtified to the Truth, and the good Service they have 
herein done to this Church. Aud the Members of the 
former Committee for Purity of Doctrine did likewiſe 
get the Thanks of tht Aſſembly in the ſame Manner. 
But tho? the Caſe (of Mr. Simſon) made no ſuch 
Impreſſion upon the late General Aſſembly. as the Pub- 
liſher deſired, it ſeems he hopes it might have gbd 
Iuſtuence upon the eriſuing Aſſembly, as alſÞ;upþn our 
Neighbours in England and Ireland; and therefore 
this new Edition was publiſhed ſoon after the riſing of 
the Ailembly and Abundance ot Copies wete not only 


diiperſed through this Country, but Tent to England 
and Jreland to beget no doubt a favourable Opinion o 
Projefſor Simon's Teaching, and 4 Prejudice againſt 
the Proceedings in his Affair. Therefore tis thought © 
fit to take ſome Notice of this printed Caſe in far 
as to vindicate the Procedure againſt Profeſſor Amin, 
which it miſrepreſents and compla ins of, and to take 
off the bad Impreſſions it may make on thoſe who have 
no other Account of this Affair, than what this Pam- 
Phlet gives tlem. 8 
+ The firſt 11 Pages of this 2d Edition has an n- 
troduction perfixed to it; which becauſe it refers to 
the State of the Profeflor's Affair after the Progteſs the 
late Aſſembly made in it, is waved now, nutil firſt the 
hiſtorical Narrative be conſidered, which begins Page 
12, and is pretended. to be taken moſtly roch ths 

Minutes of the Presbytery of Glaſgom, and Committee 
of the General Aſſembly for preſerving Purity of Doc- 
trine, but in many material Parts of it has no Foun- 
gation upon either, or is very lame and imperfect, _ 
Ihe Pretace Page 12 and 13, pretends to tell how the 
Affair of Profeſſor Simſon was moved in the Presby- 
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n Ne 16. 1 
"Ne Presbytery taking to Cn 2 that there is 
4 Report that Mr = Si Profeſſor of Divinity 
iu the, Univerſity 7 Glaſgow - bath taught erroneous 
Do&rme with re(pef-to the: bleſſed Trinity, particu- 
lar that: Chriſtus eſt verus non ſummus Deus, non 
MF c-.quaiis patri, non eſt ens neceſſarium vel indepen- 
des; aud that be refuted Picer's Arguments for the 
Equality. of the Sos with the Father; that in ſpeaking 
about the Title — A wrt the Chat 4 8 
Chrift's be mus patri, id, it 
was to be . 5 cum grand falis; that by d jſowned 
Chriſt's. Selt· exiſtence; that in ſpeaking upon Jo. xvii, 
3. be ſaid, there was 4 Senſe in which the 1. Word; (the 
only true Gd) cauld nat he applied to the Son, bur 
10 ouly to the Father : And the Presbytery having beard, 
© that the ſaid Report was much ſpread abroad, they re- 
1 10 inquire iuto it, and becauſe of the Profeſſor's 
2 dudiſpatiam of Body, becauſe, of which he hath 
long | abſent. from the Presbytery, and could not 
attend it, they appointed Mr. John Scot, Mr. John 
7 MLauin, and Mr. William Love, three of their Bre- 
tren, to confer with the , Profeſſor, int bim 
© with the above Report, aud deſire 5 lay before 
the -Procbytery what be as taughr c bis Sion upon 
the ſaid Heads, and to er. bis own I Pe: 
oy. 
Let Wy Pai wickour any 'F cundarion alledg 
That Mr. Coats, without firſt ſpeaking to the LY 
for? him(ctf, repreſented to the 14 yg chat he had 
heard that Proſoſſor Simfon had taught ſeveral Errors 
chat Winter concerning the Doctrine of the 7. rinity, 
and that ſome Particulars were ſaid to have been ad- 
x. em | Aur lowing this, n i ls 92 | 
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that at that Time, * 11 City of Glaſg hw 
other Places far and near, as the Profeſſor ackno 
in his firſt Letter to the Presbytery, were ld — 
Reports of his teaching Herefy concerning the Doc- 
trine of the Trinity, it could be no Fault in theſe Bre- 
thren at a Meeting wherein the Presbytery was alone, 
to take Notice of this, and move, that the Profeſlor. 
ſhould be acquainted with what was- paſſing concern+ 
ing him, and to deſire him to endeavour his own Vin- 
dication, and let them know what he taught upon 
that Subject, that they alſo might be in the better 
Condition to vindicate him, and ſtop the Clamour a- 
gainſt him; which was all was then done. © 
The Preface aggravates this hard Uſage of the 
« Profeſſor, from his being ſo ill of an Indiſpoſition, 
„ which had laſted a Year and an Half, that his Lite 
was almoſt deſpaired of, as was generally known.” 
And it is acknowledged, "that if he had been laid a- 
ſide by his Trouble from teaching, it had been harm 
to ſend him any Meſſage ot this Kind. But it was 
well known, that except for ſome Days, he was ordi- 
narly teaching, and yet the Report of his teaching He- 
reſy was ſo flagrant, that Glaſgow was fill'd with, it, 
lng Letters came from Edinburgh and other Places 
telling of the Noiſe this made among them. Now if 
it was no Cruelty to himſelf for him to teach in thoſe 7 
Faber of Health, it could be no Cruelty in 
the Presbytery to defire him to vindicate his Doctrine 
from the Hereſy imputed to it. 
The Preſace inſinuates, that the Presbytery had not 
obſerved the Form of Proceſs, Chap. 7. Se; 3. be- 
cauſe, inſtead of inquiring into the Riſe, Occaſion, 
Broachers and Grounds of theſe Reports, they thought 
fit to appoint their Moderator, with two other Mem- 
bers, to confer with the Profeſſor, and acquaint him 
with the above Report. But tis plain, the Chapter 
cited has no References to this Caſe, when the Preſ- 
bytery had not come the Lepgrh © of raiſing or 4 
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to rails 4 Proceſs againſt the Profeſſor, bur only deſired 
he micht endeavoùr his own Vindication: Beſides, if 
it be Matter of Complaint, that the Presbytery took 
Notice of the Reports concerning the Profeſſor, ſo far 
as to give him an Opportunity of vindicating himſelf 
from them, what an Outcry had been rais'd "againſt 
the Presbytery, if they had in the firſt Place, and with- 
out acquainting the Profeſſor, gone upon an Inquiry 


| T into the Riſe, Occaſion and Broachers of theſe Re- 


rts, and called Witneſſes for this End, while his 
Lit was almoſt deſpaired of, What follows Page 13, 
is a Converſation the Proſeſſor had firſt with one, then 
with another Member of the Presbytery, who was al- 
ſo one of the Committee. But as this has no Foun- 
dation in the Minutes, and 'was too private to be any 
Part of a Hiſtory, ſo the Presbytery have no Concern 
in it, and therefore may be well paſs d over; only no- 
thing can be more inconſiſtent with Mr. S$cot's Char- 


* acter, who is a Perſon of known Prudence and In- 
tegrity, than after he had concurred with the Presby- 
tery in the above Reſolution concerning the Profeſſor, 


and was one of the Committee appointed to ſpeak 
with him, to bring him in acknowledging privately 


to the Profeſſor that he was againſt the Presbytery 
7 their appointing that Committee, and ſuch a Confe- 
rence upon that Subject. This Mr. Scot diſowns, and 
none who know him will believe it. | 


In the laſt Paragraph of Page 13, the Preface al- 
ledges that Mr. Scot {aid to the Profeſſor, that all was 
done in an extrajudicial Way, and no Minute taken 
of it ; and adds, yet there is a Minute of February 16. 
about it made up and extracted, but it is not known 
by what Order this is inſerted in the Records of the 
1 25 | | 

And it is true, when the Presb! firſt went upon 
this Affair, it was hoped the Profolfor might of 
ſomething for clearing himſelf, and putting a Stop to 
the Clamour about him; And therefore out of Ten- 


dernaſs 
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5 G89. 
derneſs to him, the Reſolution 1 the N Was 
not put into the Minutes. And afterwards when his 
firſt Letter was read in Presbytery, tho” it did not 
give Satisfaction, yet the Presbytery ſtill hoped he 
might fo explain his Meaning, as to clear himſelt of 
dangerous Errors. Therefore the Clerk was ordered 
to take a Minute of the Proceedings in that Affair in 
« Paper by it ſelf, till aſterwards it ſhould appcar whe- 
ther it would be needful to engroſs them or not. And 
thus the Affair as to the Minutes ſtood till after the 
Meeting of the General Aſſembly in May 1726, when Wi 
the Presbytery finding, that by an Act ot that Aſſem- 
bly, May 17. they were obhged to proceed in their 
Enquiry into Mr. Simons Opinions, concerning the 
Docttine of the Trinity, particularly as to the Paſſages 
and Expreſſions relative thereto in his above Letter, 
and then for clearing the Procedure in this Affair from 
the Beginning, they reviſed the Minutes ccncerning it, 
and ordered them to be engrofled, according to the 
ſeveral Dates of them. This is a juſt Account of the 
Affair, whereby it appears there was no Injury done 
to the Proſeſſor; and if there was any Irregularity, tis 
owing to the Tenderneſs the Presbytery had for him. 

The Preface, Page 14. gocs on with the Proceedings 
of the Presbytery in this Affair en March 2. 1726, 


when his firſt Letter was produced and read, and 
March 23. when it was again read, and thereafter, 
April 27. when the Presbyzery finding ſome Difficul- 
ties in it, appointed a Committee to go upon it, and 
then adds, Theſe Delays of the Conſideration of the. 
©. Profeflor's Letter, for no leſs than Nine Weeks be- 
s fore the fitting of the General Aſſembly, ſeem to 
© have been induſtriouſſy made.” And gives this 
Reaſon for the Anſwer oft the Commiſſioners of the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow to the Committee of the Aſſem- 
bly, viz. That they had appointed a Committee to 
conſider the Profeffor's Letter, but that the Committee 
had not yet made Report unto the Presbytery, * 


a littiꝶ diſguiſed. . But it“ (of "4 known to all who 
waited on the Mectings of Presbytery at theſe, Times, 
and will Nil appear from their Minutes, that they had 

fo much 5 ſineſs upon their Hand, that they 
ould, not have Tine for examining 4 Letter of that 
Nase and Imp 3 Aid thetefore were obliged 
cat laſt to refer it to 4 Committee. And the Profeſſor 
may well remettiber,” that when uy the ſecond read- 
ing of his Letter, ſome Difficultics were moved. and 4 

* Brother” was appointed to acquaint him with this, and 
to deſire his Anſwer he declined to do it, becauſe the 

W Propoſal. was riot made to him in Witit, Which alſo 
W contributed to the Delay; fo that the Anſwer made 
by the Commiſſioners of the Presbyrery at the Aſſem- 
= bly, was plain Fact without Diſguiſe. © Nor is it caly 
co ſce, why the Presbytery ſhould have induſttiouſſy 
. delay d i it, "oe if they. had deſigned that the General 
Aſſembiy ſhould pond this Matter under Confideratiotsy 

d give Directions, how caſy hiad it been for them, 

CE they found Difficulties, to ſend this Letter with | 
cheir Commiſſioners, and order them to require the 
Aſſiſtancè of the Aſembly, or of a Committee, r 

; et the Presbytery did not. But the Preface, Page 15. 
4 hang al ledges the Commiſſioners of the Presbytery, 
2 tho' they had no Inſtructions to endeavour either open- 
1 or ſecretly to procure an Act of Aſſembly about 

chi Affair; yet tis well known how diligent t 

were in private to perſuade Members of the Aſſembly 

of the Neceſſity of 4 Committee to aſſiſt them. But 
when it ſoon a appeared, the Aſſembly did not deſign 
that the final Determination of this Affair ſnould be 
by the Ptesbytery, but by the ſubſequent or ſome o- 
ther A \ſetably, where lies the Fault of the Commiſſio- 
ners, if they deſired a Committee of the Aſſembly to 

be appointed, to whom they might apply for Advice, 
and who by joining ' with them, might eaſe them 
ſomewhat of the Burden of that Affrir? Which is all 
can be charged, wi 1 upon” them For roi 


. 
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dt itn! Es 1 . 
they dealt either publickly or privately with Mmbers, 
to bring the Aflair before the Aſſembly, is far from 
57 either known or true. The Act of the Aſſem- 
jy gives the beſt Account of this in the Preamble 
wi. The General Aſſembly conſidering that ſevera 
te Presbyteries have inſtructed their Commiſſionets to 
&« propoſe that Inquiry be made into the Grounds of 
© ſome Reports ot unſound Doctrine concerning the 
« Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity being taught at G 


cc gow.” And tis well known, the Presbytery of 4 


# 4 


Glaſgow was not of that Number. As far what is 
ſaid of Mr. Charles Coats, tis true he did with ſome 
Zeal expreſs his Fear of the creeping in of dangerous 
Errors, yet he is not ſenſible that his Diſcourſe was 4 
Declamation againſt the Profeſſor, as is alledged. * 


Ihe Preface goes on to give Hints of the Presby- 


tery's Procedure in this Affair, June 1, Fuly 13. with- 
out finding Fault till it come to- their Meeting upon 


the ad of Auguſt, when the Committee that had been 
appointed, Fuly 13. to go upon the Profeflor's Letter, 


and to condeſcend upon ſuch Queſtions as might be 
proper to propoſe to him, in conſequence of the, A& of 
the laſt Aſſembly concerning him, reported that they 
had met and drawn up the Queſtions; upon which the 
Presbytery having conſidered the on, and com- 
pared them with the Proteflor's Letter, agreed that 
they ſhould be propoſed to him, and . appointed their 
Moderator to give an Extract of them to the Profeſſor 
to anſwer with his firſt Conveniency. Here the Pre- 
face takes Notice in a Marginal Note, at the Foct of 


Page 16. That the Extract bears only to the Profeſ- 
1 12 that neither his Name nor Deſignation was in 


any of the Minutes of Presbytery, till they received 
« his Letter of October the 12th.” This is ſuch an 
Obſervation, That any Man who does not love to 
tritle, would be aſhamed to inſiſt upon; for if it were 
true, the Pretacer might eaſily know. it was but an E- 
ſcape of the Clerk. But when the ſecond Letter came 
; to 
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bo tlie Presbytery, wherein this was objcEed by the 


Profcifor, the Fresbytery lock'd back to the pteceed- 
ing Minutes, Wherein hey ound, that in the Entry 
upon this Aflair, he was deſigned Mr. obn Simſon 
Profeſſor of Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, tho 
a.tcrwards he's uſually deſigned the Profeflor. - 
But the Preſace objects againſt this Method of put- 
ting Queſtions to the Proteſſor, Page 16. Parag. 2. 
Tnat cis impoſſible to reconcile it with theſe expreſs 


Words ot the Act, which orders both the Presbytery 


and the Aſſembly's Committee to proceed by al 6 
per Ways of Enquiry, which muſt be thoſe preſcrive 

in the Form of Proceſs, But tho the Church has efta- 
bliſhed the Form of Proceſs, as a Rule of proceeding ſo 
far as it goes, yet ſhe has not declared it to be perfect, 
that every other Method is inconſiſtent wich this. 
Since paſſing the Form of Proceſs into an Act the 
Method of putting Queſtions to Miniſters, under Suſpi- 


cion of Error, has been put in Practice by Commiſſions 
or their Committees; and it was never till now ob- 
jected againſt, as inconſiſtent wich our Form of Proceſs, 


but on the contrary their Proceedings have been ap- 
proven by ſubſequent Aſſemblies. Beſides, this Me 


{ thod is what the Act of the Aſſembly directs unto in 
the firſt Place. The Act requires the Presbytery firſt 
do enquire into Mr. Simſon's Opinions, concerning the 


Doctrine of the Holy: Trinity, and particularly as td the 
Paſſages relative thereto in his Letter to the Presbytery; 
and afterwards it requires them to make Enquiry into 
what he has taught or vented concerning the Trinity. 
Now, tho what a Man teaches or vents may be Macter 
of Libel, becauſe capable of Proof, yet a Man's Opi- 
nions, - unleſs. he vent them, can only be known by 
propoſing proper "Qneſtions. . And therefore, when the 
Act requires firſt an Enquiry; into the: Profeſſor's Opi- 
nĩons concerning the Trinity; and immediately alter 
requites an Enquity into what he has taught on the 
Trinity, cis plain the Alen r deſigned that Queſti- 
[2 2 
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ons fhould be propoſed to him for” trying his Ortho- 
doxy on chi weighty SubjeR;-'whether nh on” 
Matter of a Libel, or not. Further, The A&expreſly 
bears, That if the Profeſſor decline to anſwer the Que 
ſtious that ſhall he propoſed to him, conform to the Di- 
rection of this Att, the Presbytery or Committee are 
impowered to ſuſpend him. From which tis plain the 
Aſſembly deſigned Queſtions ſhould be propoſed to 
him, whether a Libel was given him, or not. When 


an Enquiry is to be made by Way of Libel, there is | 


no Need of Queſtions to the Defender,” except ir be the 
Queſtion, Whether he acknowledges what he is 
charged with, or not? Which is certainly too low for 
the Aſſembly to have had in View. © 0% 
Further, Ihe Preface objects againſt the Queſtions 
themſelves, Page 16. Parag. 2: That the Act of 
« Aſcmbly reflris the Presbytery to inſiſt on no Ar- 
« ticles that are not contained in our Corfe//ron of 


« Faith and Catechiſms, which every one may fee the 
ce 3 ., 0 0 | F . * 

* Presbytery's Queltions are not, the Terms of them 
* not being therein mentioned; bur if they meant the 


% ſame Things therein determined, they ſhould have 
* uſed the ſame Terms.“ A ſtrange Way of Reaſo- 


ning, that the Presbytery's Qtieſtions are not contain» | 


ed or determined in the Confeſſion and Catechiſms, be. 
cauſe the Terms of them are not therein mentioned. 
By this Way of Reaſoning, the Omnypotency and Un- 
changeableneſs of the Holy Ghoſt is not contained in 
our Confeſſion, becauſe theſe Terms, the Holy Ghoſt 
is Omni potent, Unchangeable, are not found there. 
May not that Queſtion, Fs the Holy Ghoſt Omnipotent, 
Unchangeable, be propoſed to a Profeſſor of Divinity 
for trying his Soundneſs, becauſe this is not aſſerted in 
our Confeſſion in theſe very Terms? If ſuch a Queſti- 
on was put to a Candidate for the Miniſtry, for try- 
ing his Soundneſs, and he retuſe to anſwer, becauſe 
not in the expreſs Terms of the Confeſſion or Catechiſms; 
would it not be thought enough to ſtop na 
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and give Ground at he entertains a funda- 
miental Error concerning the Perſon of the Holy Ghoſt ? 
And when Queſtions are to be put to a Profeſſor of Di- 
vinity or Miniſter, under the Suſpicion of Unſoundneſs, 
can any. Reaſon be given why the ſame Method is not 


do be taken with him? 


The Preface, Page 16. Parag. laſt, goes on to tell, 
That the Profeſſor, by Advice of his Phyſicians, went 
the Week following to the Country for his Health, 


1 Ver he ſtaid till near the End of September, and fo 


had no Conveniency to think of the Presbytery's Que- 
ſtions, or attend their Meetings: But having received a 
Meſſage from the Presbytery in the Time of the Synod 
in October laſt, deſiring him to give in Anſwers to their 
Queſtions againſt the 12th of that Month, he ſent them 
the Letter which is printed Page 10, 

The Presbytery, when they ſent the Queſtions to the 
Profeſſor, did not inſiſt upon an Anſwer preciſely at 


their next Meeting; but in Regard to his Health, left 
him to do it at his firſt Conveniency, never doubting, 
but that he who had complained ſo much of Delays 

in his Caſe; and knew how much his Reputation was 


concerned in faristying the World of his Soundneſs, 
would have made Anſwer very ſoon. Let tho' he 


ſcon recovered his Health fo far, that when he was in 
the Weſt Country, he travelled from Place to Place, 


viſiting his Friends, and preaching ſometimes ; and 


after his Return, ſoon went to the Eaſt Country, and 


from thence over to Fife, where he was employed in 
the ſame Manner, and in all theſe Places, complain- 
ing of the inquiſitory Method the Presbytery were 
taking wich him. And tho' the Presbytery by their 
Moderator, once and again wrote to him, and deſired 


his Anſwer to . erg yet they never hear from 


him till the 12th ober, when, ' inſtead of waiting 
on the Presbytery, he ſends them the trifling Letter 
of that Date, wherein he objects againſt the extracted 
Minute delivered to him, becauſe it wants his ron 
* R and 


7 
and. Deſignation ; and 8 
| themſelves, ſome of them having no Relation dto his 
ſirſt Letter, and not propoſed in che Terms ot our Con- 
Fellian of Faith, and he wants to know the Presbyte- 
te:y's Deſign in deſiring him to anſwer theſe Veſtions, 
it it was to have its A ſſi lance in determining ſome new 
Articles, which, by the Way, is a very extraordinary 
Demand, and certainly could never have entred his 
Thoughts, but that it ſeems, if the Presbytery have 
ſuch a Deſign, he thinks himſelf well qualified to 
ſerve their Purpoſe, and many, from the Noyelties he 
has advanced, will agree with him, that he is very 
capable to aſſiſt in a Deſign of this Nature. He com- 
plains, that tince February laſt, the Management of 
the Presbytery ſeems to have been deſignedly kept ſe- 
cret from him, when himſelf knows, that for ſome 
Months paſt ſince his Indiſpoſicion became eaſier, he 
might have been with, the Presbytery, and known. all 
that was done among them. concludes, that he 
thought it prudent to delay the Conſideration of the 
Queſtions, until the Presbytery ſhould let him know 
plainly and expreſly, for what End they deſired him 
to anſwer them: Tho' the Presbytery had good Rea- 
ſon to expreſs their Diſpleaſure wich the Profeſſor's Con- 
duct, aiter ſo long Forbearance toward him; for it 
there had been any Weight in his Reaſons to make 
him delay giving Anſwer to the Queſtions, he might 
have offered them more than two Months before, or at 


the receiving of them: Yet ſo deſirous were they to 


get through this Affair, that they overlooked this 
Piece of Conduct, and. cauſed intimate to him; that 
they had no other Deſign or Meaning, by propofing 
the Queries that were given him to anſwer, but what 
the Act of the laſt General Aſſembly concerning him 
bears, to wit, to underſtand. his Opinion and Scnti- 
ments concerning the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, 
and particularly as to the Paſſages relative thereto con- 
tain d in his Letter to them. - Tho 
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Tho freface Page 15. proceeds to whit pass in 
Fresbytery upon the 2d of November; and ſo fur as 
it goes in the Account of that Meeting, is agrerable to 
the Minutes ;but ſome Things are wanting that might 
cleat the Conduct of the Presbyte ry, particularly theſe 
Words, after propoſing his 8 the Presbytery, 
* 'The Profeſſor further deſired; that the Reverend Preſ- 
© bytery might giye him with their firſt Conveniency 
„in Writing Anſwers to theſe Queſtions, which he 
Vs Eh: nec 8 e es with R N 
«Queſtions the Presbytety had formerly propoſed to um, 
A rats, get KePreobyre | HAR heard the Pre- 
«<"/eſot's Queſtions,” and conſidered the ſame, they do 
not think fit now to ſlay. pon giving Anſwers: ts 
them, but think the Profeſſor ought to give Anſwers 
4 tõ the Q eſtions that were given him to anſwer 
Here is another Inſtance of the Profeſſor's extracxainary 
Conduct. The General Aſſembly appoint the Presby- 
tety ef Glaſgow, his immediate Judges, to enquire in- 
to his Opinions concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, parti- 
cularly as to the Paſſages relative thereto in his Letter 
to them, and to ptopt ſe Queſticns'to him in Conſe- 
venice. of this. The sbytery propoſe” ſever#l weithry 
ueſtions to him but he, far from anſwering their Que- 
ſtions, propoſes Queſtions to be ariſwered in the firſt 
Place by them, and that in Writing, and is even ſo 
civil as to make it a Queſtion, Whether they thought 
themſelves impowered by that A ct to demand of him 
his private Thoughts (which is juſt another Fhrate for 
his Opinion) upon any Point of Divinity, and to con- 
elude with his Wiſh, that they would anſwer their own 
aeſtions. This is ſuch an Inſult of his Judges, as the 
there had been no Act of Aſſembly impoweting the- 
Presbytery to ſuſpend him for declining to anſwer their 


Queſtions, yet well deſcrved that Cenſere, eſpeciall 
aiter his Letter of October 12th. But the Presbytery, 
not willing that any Provocation they met with; ſhould: 
mix wich the main Cauſc, contented themſelves with - 
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ce his Reaſons againſt their Method of Irigurion, and 
<« Queſtions.” This Letter, tho? full of Complaints a- 

inſt the Proceedings ot the Presbytery, they had no 
Occaſion to ſee till it was printed, and therefore may. 
be a little conſidered here. . gt A 
he Profeſſor begins his Letter with Hopes that 
the Committee, when they compare the Minute of 
Presbytety of the 2d Auguſt laſt, with the Lettef he 
wrote to them on the 1ath of October thereafter, will 
be ſatisfied that he had ſufficient Reaſon to delay the 


Conſideration of their Queſtions, ſeeing the Minute 


did not contain the leaſt Hint for what End or Rea- 
ſons they defire him to anſwer them; and then, 
becauſe he apprehended the Reaſon for which he ſup- 
poſed in his Letter they might propoſe the Queſtions to 
him would not be thought very decent, viz. Whether, 
it were to have his A ſſiſtance in determining ſome new. 
Articles of Faith, or in anſwering ſome Difficulties on 


that Subject? Ne excuſeth this from his Reſpect to the 


Presbytery, which engaged him to mention any other 

ſſible Reaſon, rather than inſinuate they were taking 
o wrong a Way. No doubt this will be thought an. 
Excuſe worthy of a Profeſſor ot Divinity, and full of 
Reſpe& to the Presbytery, that he will rather ſuppoſe 


them weary. of their known Principles, eſpecially about, 


the moſt fundamental Articles of Chriſtianity, and 
ſeeking his Aſſiſtance in determining new Articles, than 


reckon that they were . the Work committed 
| enquiring into his Opi- 


to them by the Aſſembly, 


tions omg: the Dane of the Trinity, by Way 
f Queltion. 
8 the Letter proceeds to the Queſtions the Profeſſor 
 propgſed to the Presbytery, and (a ys, he firſt propoſed this 
Queſtion, viz. Whether they how hr themſelves im- 
2 by the laſt General Aſſembly's Act about him 
« by. require his private Thoughts on any Point of Divi- 
7 „ Oy, bar gaye them his Reaſons, why he ought ray 
© were not ſo pe gere And downward the - 
<. ſor ſays That after reading the Act of the ſaid Aſſem- 
ct bly, all the Members, except Three, faid they thought 
ce they were impowered to ask his private Thoughts: ; and 
© ſome of them alledged, as a Proof of it, that they 
« were impowered to ſuſpend me if I ſhould refuſe or 
c decline to anſwer the Queſtions they propoſed to me. 
«© And downwards he adds, When 1 found that it was 
«. the Opinion of the Leading Members of the Presby- 
ce tery that they were impowered to ask my private 
& © < Thoughts in auy Point of Divinity, under the Penalty 
8 contain d in the Act, I, according to it, propoſed the 
© Queſtion in theſe Terms, as in the Minute, with the 
« Addition of that Clauſe.” 
The Presbytery kept no Minute of what was faid up- 
on this Queſtion, either by the Profeſſor or themſelves. 
er And tho” they thought % K. 5 ed undutiful, yet 
they Sudese add to give their Opinion upon it, Which 
A amounts to this, That whatever Name he gives to his 
ie. Thoughts, whether he called them private or other- 
'T | wiſe, they were impowered by the ſaid Act of the laſt 
8 Aſſembiy about him, to enquire into his Thoughts or 
m Opinions, and in the firſt Place, concerning the Poct- 
of rine of the Holy Trinity, ſo far as theſe were determined 
{© | in our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſins, either in ex- 
ue, preb reſs Terms, or by clear and neceflary Confequence. 
Myny y of chem alſo ſaid, That if they were in the Pro- 
n ſeſſor's Circumſtances, under Suſpicion of entertaining 
d Þ groſs Errors about the Doctrine of the Frinity. they 
i- | would, without any Act of Aſſembty bly requiring f 
ws | reckon it a Duty chiey oe to theſe great Truths, aal 
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tery were not ſo impowered, they may be a little con- 


< the other before Pilate”. Jo this *tis anſwered, Tis 


| | 18 . 
to the Church, as well as to themſelves, to mal a Cori- 
ſeſſi n of their Faith, and declgre the Soundneſs of 
thei Principles in thoſe Points, and gave ſuch Reaſons 
as occurred at the Time; but ſeeing the Profeſſor in- 
fiſts upon the Reaſons he then gave, why the Presby- 


ſidered in this Place. © | 

The .Firſt is, Becauſe it was contrary to the Exam- 
? ple of our Lord, who refuſed to ſubmit to the Me- 
c thod of Inquiſition, even with reſpect to the Doctr ine 
“ he had taught, who when td of calling him- 
e ſelf the Meſiab or Chriſt, and a King, his Anſwer 
te to that Charge was required, He confeſſed the 
* former Article before the Council of the eus, and 


not caſy to ſee where the Strength of the Reaſon lyes as 


an Objection againſt the Queſtions propoſed to him by 


the Presbytery ; for as they are not Queſtions about 


the Doctrine he taught, but what is his Belief con- 
cerning the Matter of them, in order to diſcover his 


Soundneſs; ſo tis plain, that our Lord, upon propoſing 
the Queſtion to him, with an A djuration by the High 
Pricſt, owned that he was the Mef/iab or Chriſt, and 
afterwards being Interrogated by Pilate, owned that 
he was a King. Now if our Lord made Anſwer to 
theſe Queſtions, without the leaſt Exception againſt the 
Method as injurious to the Rights of Mankind, or Rules 
of Juſtice, and even when he knew his Anſwer would 
be made uſe of as a ſufficient Proof of a Capital Crime 
againſt him; what Ground is there from his Example 
to alledge that he refuſed to ſubmit to the Method of 
Inquiſition. On the contrary one would think this 
Example ſhould oblige the Profeſſor to anſwer the 
Queſtions. Our Lord when accuſed by common Fame 
of calling himſelf the Mæſſias or Chriſt, did, upon pro- 
poſing the Queſtion to him by the High Prieſt and 
Council, own that he was the Chriſt, without com- 
plaining of Hardſhip in this Method. And gy 
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the Profeſſor, if he Wy copy " "i ſo good an Exam- 
ple wiſtn he is accuſed by common Fame of holding 
that the Son of God is not the moſt High God, that 
he is not Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and the like, ard his 
Judges propeſe Queſtions to him for trying this, he 
ht to anſwer them, and confeſs his Principle. 

The 2d Reafon is, © That to give ſuch Power to 
the Presbytery would be contrary to the Apoſtles 
« Rule, Againſt an Elder receive not an Accuſation, 
* but before two or three Witneſſes. Which negative 
Law makes it evident, that no other Sort of Accu- 
* 'fation was a ſufficient Ground for any Church or 
© its Judicatories to entertain Suſpicions of any Thing 
* ſcandalous in a Church Officer. 

Anſ. This is a very looſe Commentary upon the 
Apoſtle's Rule, for then a Church Officer mult not be 
ſubpeated of Scandal, far leſs held convi& upon his own 
Confeſſion, unleſs two or three witneſs againſt him. 
*Tis certain this Church has not underſtood the Text 


in that extenſive Senſe, when, as Occaſion offered, 


Queſtions have been put to Miniſters under Suſpicion 
Error, as has been | obſerved before: Nor does it 
appear, that any other Church underſtood the Text 
ſo. *Tis plain 4 the Acts of the Synod of Dort, 
they proceeded by Way of Queſtion with the Remon- 
Error, tho' they made 
{ome of the ſame Objections againſt this Method the 
Profeſſor makes now. See Syn. Dord. P. 186. & 
* Edit. Fol. . 3 
The plain Meaning of the Rule a to be, That 
if any Kos to — an Elder DEE his Judges, no 
Regard ' ſhould be had to it, unleſs. he or they offer to 
make it good by Witneſſes. And there was Reaſon 
why the Apoſtle ſhould apply the general Rule of 
Juſtice to the . Caſe of Elders, particularly, becauſe 
their zealous impartial rebuking of Sin, ſpoken of 
verſe following, does uſually expoſe them more than 
others to Complaint * Cenſure. 
j : 2 


Thi 


But what has 


4 «> | 
wis to > do with A Cafe, when there is à general Fam 
and Safpicion of an Elder that he holds and vertts 
rs Error. And the Church for her own Vindica- 
tion and Safety finds a Neceffity to inquire into it, 
tho' none appear to give in an Accuſation Before them. 
Is it againſt this Scripture, or any Rule of Juſtice, co 
propoſe Queſtions to that Elder for clearing his Sqund- 
neſs? | 
The 3d Reaſon taken from the Fr of Proceſs, is 
anſwered above in the Animadverſion ripen — is ad- 
vanced Page 16. Par. 2. 
Ihe 4% Reaſon is, © That this is contrary to the 
ho Claim 0f Right, and the Privilege ot every Free- 
« born Subject, and was one of the oppreſſive Me- 
e thods made uſe of before the late Revolution ? 
Auſ. is true the forceing the Leiges to depone 
acainſt themſelves in Capital Crimes, is ene of the 
oppreſſive Methods made uſe of before the Revolution, 
and our Claim of Right juſtly condemns this, as con- | 
trary to Law. Put this cannot affect thepfeſent Cafe, | 


where no Capital Crime is charged, no Depoſitions 


required, no Force is put upon the Defender, nor any 


Penalty incurred, but meerly a Suſpenſton from an 
Office he is intruſted with, for training up Candidates 
fot the Miniſtry in ſound Knowledge, and ſettling them 
in the Truth, tad that only till the Matter be laid be- 
fore the Aſſembly, which is but ticoeſſary The Prewar⸗ 
ing Danger to the Church. © | 

he Profeſſor concludes his Reaſons with an Aer 
tion, © That it Is manifeſt, that the Method of Inqui- 
ys fition I is one of the moſt miſchievous Engines of Pope- 
* ry”, which no Proteſtant will deny, taking it in the 
Popith Senſe, and as uſed by them. But as the Me- 
thod of prop poſing "Queſtions to Miniſters for trying 
their Soundneſs, when under Suſpicion of ee 
Error, has been found neceflary for the of 
the Church before Popery c — in, ſo it has 


as Occaſion offered, eſſayed ſince and down to our 
Iimes. 


„ HF 
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Times. Let the Profeſſor himſelf draw the Compari- 
ſon betwixt the PopisÞ Inquiſition, and the Method of 
Queſtion tried with him and it will be manifeſt how 
little Affinity they have to one another, and conſe- 

ently that this Cry of Popiſh Inquiſition can only 
erve the Popith Cauſe, by drawing a- Vail over their 
horrid Cruelnes. 

What the — now adds, That the faid A& of 
, \ Aſſembly i injoins thePresbytery and Committee to pro- 
8 5 by all proper Ways ot Inquiry, has been ſpoken 
ro re. ; 

The Letter next proceeds to what was ſaid by the 
Members, for juſtifying their Method of = 

eſtions tõ the Profeſſor. What he calls their frlt 
Reaſon on Proof 2 yn the Words 4 os Act of 
Abu, is repre very lamely. A juſter Ac- 
cdu ls. already Sen -of — it needs not be further 
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The other Reaſon cheſs Members gave for their 
Opinion was, That as a Society, they — a Right to 
all Perſons before they were admitted into publick 
ruſt in the Church, even by requiring of 1 Can- 
didates their Private Thoughts and Sent iments on any 
Point of Divinity, and therefore they could not but 
have the ſame Right of trying thoſe that were already 
poſſeſſed of publick Offices, when . thought fit, of 
— 3 them. 
Argument is not fairly nor c fully appel 
ed. oy — did not alledge — the Presbyt 
might urbitrarly, and when ever they thought fit or fx 
peaed a Miniſter, take this Method ot. Propoſing 
Quettions for trying his Soundneſs; but in Caſe of a 
flagrant Report of his groſs Errors fpreading oe and 
near, they pleaded: this Method was lawiul and need- 
— becauſe that the » Office of the Miniſtry is a Truſt 
for the God of the Church; and if the Prada, 
_ a —— for preſerving the Purity - and other 
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Candidates for that Tru, "bj inquiring into their 


Thoughts and Sentiments upon Points. of Divinity, in 
ſo far as they were determined in the Scriptures and 
our Confeſſion of Faith, ons, have alſo a Right to in- 
uire into 4 Sentiments of any Perſon poſſelied of that 
Office when there 1s a flagrant Report of his falling 
back into groſs Error. The Method which is lawful 
for ſecuring the Church againſt Danger of Error from 
any Candidate that — into the Miniſtry, cannot 
be unlawtul to guard againſt Error from him when he 
is poſſeſſed of that Office, but afterwards ialls under 
Su clone of very groſs Error. The Profeſſor's An- 
ſwer to this is, © That the Apoſtle en joins, that Perſons 
& who are to be admitted to publick Offices in the 
* Church, ſhould firſt be proved; but with reſpe& to 
« thoſe who are already admitted into a publick Office, 
© he gives a very different Rule, with reſpe& to any 
« Scandal they may be ſuſpected of, vi. That an Ae+ 
cc cuſation is not to be received againſt an Elder, but 
c before two or three Witneſſes.” But this Rule of Ju- 
ſtice tho' applied ro Elders in particular, for the Rea- 
{on given before, yet is to be obſerved in Proceedings 
againſt Candidates for the Miniſtery, yea any other 
Member of the Church as well as againſt an Elder, that 
when any Perſon offers an Accuſation againſt another, 
it is not to be received unleſs he offer to prove it by a 
ſufficient Number of Witneſſes ; but does not meet 
with this Caſe,when the Flagrancy of a Scandal of Er- 
ror calls the Church to enquire into it for her own. 
Safety and Vindication. The Profeſlor,urges that there 
is a Difference betwixt trying a Candidate i for the Mi- 
niſtry, and trying a Scandal. But tho' this be true, 
they may ſo far agree, that the ſame Queſtions that 
are ole to a Candidate for trying his Soundneſs 
may be propoſed to a Miniſter when he is tried for a 
Scandal of Error. The Profeſſor further alledges, © That 
< thoſe who are in Poſſeſſion in the Church have a Right 
* untoit ad vitam ain culpam, by the Rules of 1 
n- 


| 6 Rs 

© Cſtitotioris of this Church, and the Laws of the 
© Land, fo that they become their Free-hold, which 

© they are not to be deprived of, unleſs by due Courſe of 


© ©Fecleſiaſtical Proceſs they be found guilty of a Fault 


_ © deferving that „1“ ; and for this refers to the AR 
of Parliament ratifying the Confeſſio n Faith, and ſet- 
© ling Presbyterian Government, in inp Caſe he ſays 
© the common Rules of trying all Scandals are to take 
* Place.” Anſ. It is eaſy to ſee the looſe Reaſoning here, 
and that the Profeſſor cites an A& of Parliament with- 
out giving himſelf the Trouble of looking into it. 
Does that Act or any other Act of Parliament, does 
any Rule of the Goſpel or Conſtitution of this Church, 
ſay that one in publick Office in the Church is not to 
be deprived unleſs by due Courſe of Eccleſiaſtical Proceſs 
he be found guiltyj? What if without any eccleſiaſtical 
Proceſs he be 4 guilty by the Criminal Court of 
Treaſon, or any other Capital Crime, will not this law- 
fully deprive him both of his Free-hold and Life? Cer- 
ality it will not be an eaſy Matter to reconcile that 
Act of Parliament, the Rule of the Goſpel, and Con- 
ſtitutions of this Church, to that Point of Popiſh 
Doctrine. Whereas it is ſaid that in Caſe of a Man's 

ing in Poſſeſſion of an Office in the Church, which 
in a Manner becomes his Free hold, the Apoſtle ap- 
points the common Rule of trying all Scandals in o- 
ther Men to take Place, as do the Rules of the Church. 
Anſ. "Tis well known whence this Notion of 
a Free-hold is borrewed, and how uſeful it has been 
to ſcandalous Churchmen in ſome neighbouring Church- 
es, ſo as neither the nottour Prophaneneſs of ſome, 
nor thegrofs Errors of others, have been able to deprive 
them of their Free-hold. But if it be f@, that the 
common Rule of trying Scandals in other Men is to 
take Place in trying Office-bearers in the Church, 
this will ſufficiently janni the propoſing of Queſtions 
tothe Profeſſor, as when a Man is accuſed by a Wo- 
man as guilty of Uncleanneſs with her, and being _ 


/ 
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ther of the Child ſhe has brought forth,and tells (everal 
Circumſtances for binding the Guilt. upon him, tho 
ſhe offered no Witneſſes for Proof of them: et 
what more uſual than to turn all theſe into Queſtions, 
and call the Defender to anſwer: them, and to, propoſe 
ſuch otherQueſtions as may tend to bring him to aCon- 
ſeſſion, it he be guilty. The Profeſſor himſelf has con- 
gurred in Proceſſes of this Nature, and hen a Man 
has been held guilty becauſe he would neither own nor 
diſown the Uncleanneſs he was charged with, and 
faid he was not obliged, but referred it ro Probation, 
Therefore the Presbytery, it they proceed with the Pro- 
feſſor as the Church does with others, may propoſe 
Queſtions to him for trying his Soundneſs, when he is 
under Suſpicion of groſs Error, and it he docs not an- 
ſwer them, may hold him guilty. But if the Profeſſor 
mean, that no other Accuſat jon but before two or 
three Witneſſes can be a ſufficient Ground for a Judi- 
catory of the Church to entertain Suſpicion and Scan- 
dal in any Man. he'll certainly be the Head of a 
very numerous Party of . Scandalous. Perſons, who 
after his Example will refuſe to anſwer Qpeſt ions, 


and rcfer any Charge of Scandal againſt them to Pro- 


2 
— 


—— = = — 
= . 2 — 2 + E — — E 2 2 * = — 45 D -— 34 
* 
— — — — —— — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — — 
— — —— — — — - - — * — - _ — — —— . 7 — 4 
2 = — —- — — — I — — — — — —ꝓ— 4 - — S — — 
- - — — — — — — — — 2 
- _ — — - —— — - * — — — - - — _ — OO — — - » — — - — — — — — — — - — - — — - — 
* 
* 


— tt 


- 5. 22 — 


. 
—— 


= 
— — — — — — — 
CEC ͤ . —— . ˙ U . 7 


— 
- 


$* — — 111 
— — — 


— — 


N 
1 
1 


To conclude what relates to this Head, there Ay 
be good Reaſons why, eſpecially in try ing the Scan 
of Office brarers in the Church. Judicatories ſhould 
proceed in this Method of propoſing Queſtions; their 
Office is a Truſt for the Good and Edification 
of the Church; any Benefice annexed to it, is 
what they have no Right unto more than g- 
thers, but merely for the ſake of the Office, 74 
their Encouragement in diſcharging it ſuitably. And 
if in other Caſes Truſtees may be called to an A c- 
count, without any particular Accuſer, and it may 
be inquired how they are qualified far managing the 
Truſt, why may it not be ſo in the Caſe of one that 
bears Office ia the Church, when there is 8 1 2 
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d n of his tc Errors that render him un- 
fit. Beſides tis too well known that Miniſters, eſpe- 
cially Proteſſors o Divinity, may if they be fot propa- 
gating Error) con ey their Notions ſo artſully, and 
under ſuchDiſguiſe as their Errors cannot be clearly pro- 
ven from the Words they emit, nor will Witneſſes pre- 


tend to deduce the Series of their Diſcourſe in the 


Variety of Expreſſions and Turns of it: So that either 


82 be ſuffered to go on in this ſuſpicious Way 
of Teaching, to the Danger of Truth, or. Queſtionis 
are to be propoſed to them for trying their Sound- 


What follows in the Letter, is a Repetition of tlie 
former Cant, that this Method of Inquiſition is con- 
trary to the Rules of the Goſpel, Ec. And then 


on to the 24 Queſton, which he propoſed to the Pres- 


bytery. © Whether the Queſtions they had given him to 
© anſwer were contained in our Confe//zon of Faith and 
* Catechiſms. And the Reaſon he gave for this was, 
© Becaulc aiter the beſt Search he could make, he did not 

find they were determined in our own or any other 
* Catholick Cregd,.or Confeſſion ſince the Commence- 


ment of ChriſtiMity,it being plain that the Presbyre- 


* ry's Terms were contained in none of them.” An. 
This is a Way of treating Confeſſions perfectly new, to 
alledge that nothing is determined in our or other 

Sons, but what is therein in expreſs Terms; 
then it muſt follow that it is not determined in our 
Confeſſion, that the Holy Scripture is the only Rule of 


Faith, or that the Holy Ghoſt is Omnipotent and 
Unchangeable, becauſe the Propoſitions are not there 


in theſe Jeims. This is to render our Confeſſion very 
uſeleſs for one of the great Ends of ĩt, to be a Standard 
of Orthodoxy. He adds, © If the Presbytery did not 
mean ſomething elſe than is contained iu the Con- 
© fefſion he knows no Reaſon why they ſhould depart 
from the Form of found Words. But is it becoming a 
Profeſſor of Divinity to * at this Rate? Why were 

I Tee 


(6 26 ) h 
Conſeſſions introduced at firſt, but becauſe ſomg own- 
ed the Terms of the Scripture, and yet wreſt them in- 
to a contrary Senſe ? And when Men do fo with the 
Terms of our Confeſſion, there is the ſame Reaſon for 
propoſing Queſtions in different Terms, rho* of the 
{ame Import. 
The Letter ſays, The Profeſſor propoſed the other 
Queſtions, and then pretends to tell what many Mem- 
bers moved, and what ſome leading Members ſaid 
in Anſwer to it; which 1s neither fairly reperſented, nor 
to the Purpoſe. And as to what was agreed to, and 
minuted, cis told already in the Anſwer to his Ac- 
count ot the Minute of Presbytery on November 2. He 
ſays he told them, It was ſtrange to him why the 
c went ſo far about the Buſh, when the Caſe was ſo 
« very plain, that they had nothing to do but to ſer 
« down ſuch and ſuch a Propoſition, and tell him this 
« js ot an erroneous or doubtful Meaning, in which 
« Caſe he would have anſwered them: Or if they 
© had found any Thing erroneous, and named Wit- 


< neſlcs to prove it, he would have freely anſwered ; 


te them, according to the Form of Focels.” 

Anſ. It ſeems very plain that Presbytery, 'far 
from going about the Buſh, were taking the ſhorteſt 
Method to bring this Affair to an Iflue. They had 
told him there was a loud Clamour of his teaching un- 
ſoundly upon ſeveral Articles concerning the Holy Tri- 
nity, which they condeſcended upon. And when he 
in his Anſwer, in ſtead of denying the Propoſitions he 
was charged with, endeavoured to ſhow they might be 
admi:red in a certain Senſe, which was not clear to 
the Presbytery, and ſeemed rather to increaſe than 
take off the "Suſpicion, what ſhorter Way could be 
taken than to propoſe a tew plain Queſtions to the 
Proictior ior clearing his Soundneſs upon theſe Articles? 
Whercas objecting againſt ſome Pa in his Let- 
ter as erroneous, or of a doubtiul Meaning, might 
have occaſioned a Controverſy betwixt the Pres- 

| | byytery 
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and him 3 * have been ſoon 
ended. And as for the other Method of a Libel, 
it is plain from Experience, even in the Profeſ- 
ſor's own | Caſe, that it is no ſhort Way of 
bringing an Affair of this Nature to an End, nor. 
is it always the moſt ſatisfy ing. So that tis eaſy to 
ſee it is not the Presbytery, but the Profeſſor himſelf 
who has been going about the Buſh. What is ſaid 
may obviate what follows in his Letter, That every. 
« candid Byſtander will think it ſtrange, that the 
« Presbytery of Glaſgow ſhould ſay, they ſuſpect him 
© of Error about the Holy Trinity. vey yet have not 
6 to this Day named to him one ſingle Error of which, 
« they ſuſpect him to be guilty, Ec. For the Preſ- 
bytery were nat going r 4s their own Suſpicion, but 
upon a flagrant Report of his teaching Errors concern-. 
ing the Trinity, which they named to him, and from 
which he did not appear to them to vindicate 
in that large Account of his Faith and Doctrine con- 
tained in his Letter; and therefore they thought, and 
tis believed every candid Byſtander will think, it Was 
the moſt proper Method for them to propoſe ſuch Que 
ſtions to the Profeſſor, as might give him Occaſion ty 
expreſs his Mind clearly upon theſe Heads, and thiere- 
by vindicate himſclt from the Errors imputed to him. 

The Profeſſor in theCloſe of his Letter humbly craves, 
That the Reverend Committee may correct the Preſ- 
bytery ot Glaſgow's Miſtake, and the wrong Steps 
* they have made in this Affair, and oblige them to 
proceed according to the good Rules of this Church.” 
But this Demand ſerves only to ſhew his Humour a- 
— the Presbytery, and how ready he was to mi- 

ke the A& of the Aſſembly concerning him, which 
no where ſubjects the. Presbytery's Proceedings to the 
Correction ot the C.mmitrtze, but only impowers them 
to act as a Committee, for the Help and Aſſiſtance of 
the Presbytery in this Affair, by giving Advice and 
Direction as they ſhould be applied to, and alſo by 
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meeting and j joining with the Presbytery as it night 
be needful. 

What ſeems moſt mahnt in the Profeſſor's Lees? 
to the Committee being conſidered, it is Time to re- 
turn to the hiſtorical Preface. ane un de 

Ihe Profeſſor, Page 18, proceeds to give a ſhort Hint 

the Procedure of the Reverend Committee, which 
met at Edinburgh upon the gth of November, and of 
their Advice to the Presbytery, and alſo of the Meet- 
ing of the Presbytery upon the 23. of November, when 
they complied with the Advice of the Committee, 
and in conſequence thereof annexed to the ſeveral Que- 
tions References to the Profeſſor's Letter, ànd alſo to 
the Pafſages of Scripture, and Confefiow of Faith and 
Catechiſms founded theteupo1, and then AR n. 
their References. 

1. They do not fo much as en to fay that 
© their Queſtions are founded hn the Paſſages in the 
Profeſſor's Letter, but only that they gave Occaſion for 
© theſe Queſtions; nor do they ſuggeſt any one Text of 
© Scripture, or Paſlage of our Cynfeſion and Catechiſm, 
© to-which any Propoſition in the Profeſſör's Letter is 
* contrary, but only ſuch Paſſages as they had in — 
Eye in drawing up the Queries. Hat £117 Huge? 

Anſ. The Presbytery could have no other Notion 
of theſe Words in the Advice of the Committee, 
© Paſſages in the Profeſſor's Letter on which theſe Que- 
© ſtions to him are founded, than of Paſſages that are 


. fo doubtful as to give Occaſion for the Queſtions; for 


if they had been plainly erroneous, they had been Mat- 
ter for a Libel, and not ſor Queſtions: And it will 
not be denicd, that the unſound Side of the Queſtions 
are oppoſite to the Texts of Scripture, ar Paſſages of 
our Confeſſion and Catechiſms referred to. 
2. The Preface objects, That the put 
* a very unnatural Meaning upon the Words of the 


K Committee” O Letter. "" Er this RE afterwards 


5 29.) 

brought”? in by the Brofeſſor- as a Ground of Paveeſk 

Page 20, 21, may be confidered there. 
Ihe Preface goes on Page 19 to tell, That on Jas 
4 nudry 5. the -Profeſlor gave in to the Presbytery his 
© Anſwers' : Which is true; but gives a very lame and 
© unfair Account of the Proceedings on January 18. 
: * That thePresbytery,after reading their oun References. 
ropoſed to vote, whether the Proteſſor had anſwered 
; Woes ſeveral Queſtions, and that he told them, they 
might ſave themſclves that Trouble, tor he had not 
* drawn his Anſwers with any ſuch Deſign, but to cor- 
ret Miſtakes of his Manig the Prot ytery had fal- 
em into, to anſwer tlieir real or ſeeming Gbjections, 
Sand to ſhow their Queſtions had no Foundation on 
© his Letter; and-crav'd that they mig ht conſider whe- 
ther he had done this or not, Which was allo ne 


c by fey 
much dif- 


cral Members? © 

© Auf. This Aechtit i not Fact, and very 
fers from what the Minutes bear, vig. That the Preſ- 
byrery, hen they enteted upon this Affair, propoſed 
without any Opinion from the Profeſſor, the following 
Ordeęrtin procceding.” 1. Thar the Presbytery's Que- 
ſtions aid Reſtreßees ſnould be read, and in the next 
Place the Profeflor's Anſwers, and chat after reading 


both, they ſhould be read over again by Paragraphs 


in their Turns, as they referred to others: And in con- 
ſequence of this, after a firſt reading of both Papers all 
over, the Presbytery proceeded to read them Paragraph 
by Paragraph; beginning with the Presbytery's * 
ſtions wy Gene Ka the firſt Queſtion with the 
References being read; with the Profeſlor's Paper relat- 
ing thereto ; after reaſoning; the Vote was ſtated, Does 
the Profeſſor s Paper anſwer the Presbytery's firſt Que- 
ſtion or not, and carried in the Negative? And thus 
the Presbytery -oceeded till by fix ſeveral Votes it 
was found, that the Profeſſor had atiſwered none of the 
Queſtions, but the ſixth. During all this the Profeſſor 


was ſilent, neither he nor any that were ſuppoſed: T 
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| by his Friends and others, that ſeeing the Profeſſor 


the k Presbytery. But no Member was. ſo hardy as 
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be moſt favourable to him told the P ry th 
niehr fave their. Labour, or objefl again ih 4 


thought, both 


in his Paper of Anſwers owned the Paſſages of the 
Galler of Faith and Catechiſms referred to — the 
Queitions as Articles of his Faith, it might be ac- 
Spted as an Anſwer to ſome of the Queries, provid- 
ing he would own that the Matter of the Queſtions 
was determined in thoſe. Paſlages; and. therefore, when 
the Presbytery were conſidering his Anſwers to, Que- 
ſtion 3. Whether 5 the Deity of the Son Seif-exiftent- 
and Independent ? and that. he owned both the 
26 and 3d Articles of the Comfe ian of Faith, it was 
int imated to him, that if he would own, that what 
is aſſirmed of God, $5. 2. viz. © God hath all Lite, 
Glory, Goodneſs, Bleſſedneſs in and of himſelf, and 
© is alone in and unto himſelf All- ſufficient, Sc. is to 
be underſtood of God the Son, or of the Deity of the 


Son and Holy Ghoſt, as well as of the Father, theß F 
would accept of it as an Anſwer to the Queſtion ; | 


Yet to the Surprize of all, he refuſed; to give any An- 
fer to this, vnich very much increaſed the Sulpicion 
of his entertaining dangerous Error 'notwith 
his adhering to the Words of our Confe//ion. .. 
When the Presbytery had gone through the Queſti- 


ons, and found none of them anſwered, except the 


laſt, it was moved, tliat the Proſeſſor Bod be asked 


if he would now anſwer the other five, and then be 


expreſs d Diſſatisfaction enough with the . a 


propoſe that the Presbytery ſhould, conſider, © Whether 

<« the Profeſſor had ſufficicatly anſwered their Miſtakes 
« and Ob jections, and chereby removed the Gxound of 
© their putting the Queſtions to him That which a 
few moved was, as the Minute bears, that the Preſ- 
bytery ſhould; conſider further the Profeſſor s Anſwers 
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for ic Was alledged, tho they did not contain un 
Anfwer to the Queſtions, they might be fcund t0 


take off the Grounds of Suſpicion. After reaſoning, 
it was carried by a great Majority, that the firſt Mo- 
tion ſhould be voted upon, and then by another Vote, 
that the Profeſſor ſhould be asked if he would now an- 
ſwer the Presbytery's Queſtions. Ann 

The Preface Page 20, laſt Paragraph, ſays, © Then 
* the Moderator read over the 'Queſtions to the Pro- 
cc feſſor, and demanded his Anſwer. To which the 
« Profeſſor gave no Anſwer, but proteſted againſt the 
© two Votes that he judged himſelf leſed thereby.” 
And *tis true he made no Anſwer to the . nons 
but yet gave ſuch Anſwers, and carried ſo undutifully 
towards the Moderator while he read over the Que 
ſtions, and propoſed the Queſtion, if he would yet 
anſwer them, as very much expoſed his Chaiafter in 
the Eyes of all ſober Perſons, who were Witnelles to 


his Behaviour. Ihen the Proſeſſor gives the Grounds 
of his Prazgſt, which may be a little conſidered. | 


1. Beeduſe, © Tho! the glow, made ſeveral 
fſeeming Objections againſt the Paſſages of his Let- 
© ter, and, as he thoug 


ht, committed ſcveral Mi- 
<. ſtakes of his Meaning, upon which their Object i- 
* ons, and alſo their Queſtions ſeemed to be founded ; 
« yet they refuſed to cenſider whether his Anſwers to 
the Presbytery's References did ſufficiently remove 
<« theſe Objections.” BE 42 5 
Anſ It ſeems. the Prefacer has no Mind that this 
Object on appear in Print in the ſame Terms wheres 
in it ſtands in the Minutes; there the Profeſſor ſays, 
* The Presbytery committed ſeveral manifeſt Miſ- 
takes, on which their ſeeming Objections, and alſo 
* their Queſtions appea ed to him to be founded; 
but here the Word Manifeſt is drop'd, and theſe - 
Words, as bethougbt, are brought in co make it run 
more modeſtly. But here theProfeſſor firſt uſeth A bun- 


[cance ef Freedom wich, bis Judges, in taking it tor 


¾ltſ¾h.ũͥ : 
granted in his Proteſt, that in their References they 
| 


had made ſeveral ſceming ObjeRions: againſt tlie Pa 
lages of his Letter, and committed ſeveral manife 


ſtakes of his Meaning, while it was yet under 
Conſideration whether his Anſwers had taken off any 
of the Grounds of the Queſtions. And then falls into 
a plain Miſtake of the Procedure of the Presbyrery; 
that becauſe they agreed firſt co propole to the Protel- 
Jor that Queſtion, It be would now make anſwer 
to the Queitions, therefore they had tefuſed to con- 
fider his Anſwers farther. So tar were they rom this, 
that at Voting it was declared, That the Presbytcry's 
Asking the Queſtion, did not hinder this. And the 
very next Day, the Profe ſſor's Anſwers were referred 
to the conjunct Meeting ot the Committee for Purity 
77 Presbytery, to be conſidered further in another 

ic w. | | | 

2 The Profeſlor proteſts, © Becaufe the Presbyre- 
* ry had not followed the Advice of the Committee, 
© in pointing out the Paſſages of the Profeſſor's  Let« 


ter on which their Queſtions were founded, and 


© the Paſſages of the Word of God, Confeſſon and 


' 5. Catechiſms, to which theſe Paſſages are contraty * 


Anſ. This Ground of Proteſtation proceeds upon 2 
Suppoſition, that the Meaning of the Advice ot the 
Reverend Committee was, that the Presbyrery, in- 
ſtead of inſiſting on Queſtions to the Profeſſor, ſhould 
point out to him the Paſſages of his Letter they were 
diſſatisfyed with, and ſhow the Contrariety of them to 
the Scriptures, &c. Without this Suppoſition, the 
the Profeſſor's Reaſon here ' proves Nothing, for if 
the Presbytety were not by this Advice to drop'their: 
Queſtions, but till to conſider the Paſſages of his 
Letter with Reference to them, then certainly they 
acted very agreeably to the Advice, when they found 
no Anſwer to the Queries, in asking the Proteſlor, 
before they proceeded further, it he would anſwer 
them now, But the Presbytery on they neither did 


vor could underſtand the Advice io. Fort 
44 | ; 17. There 


. „ 


1. There 1 


(, 33 1 
Inſinuatidn he Advice, or Letrer 


& 
their Queſtions. * | 

3. It appeated plainly from the Letter, that the 
Advice of the Committee proteeded upon two Co- 
ſideratidus; one was, That tlie Proteſlor complains 
in his Letter to them, That the Presbytety had not 
pointed out to him the Paſſages in his Letter upon 
© which their Queſtions were founded, and ſays, *That 


© if they had ſet down ſuch and ſuch a Propoſition in 
c his Letter, and told him this is erroneous or of 


© Joabiful Meaning, he would have freely anſwered 


them Another Conſideration is, that the Presby= 
tery's Letter to them bears, That they had confidet-' 
© ed the Profefior's Letter, and. thought that the ſame 
gave Grounds for their Queſtions propoſed to him. 
N. ow as it is very natural to underſtand the Profeffor's 
Words that are cited as an Offer to anſwer the Queſ- 
tions, providing the Paſſa ges in his Letter on which 


they are founded be pointed out to him, for they can- 


not be underſtood of anſwering the Paſlages in his 
own Letter, which may be erroneous or of adoubth 
Meaning; fo when the Committee refet to theſ 
Words, and alſo to the Words of the Presbytery's Let; 
ter as above, it appeared that their Deſign was botli 
to take the Profeſſor at his Word, and to lay Nothing 
that was hard upon the Presbytery, viz That ſee- 
ing the Proſeſſot offered to anſwer the Queſtions on 
this ſingle Condition of Pointing out the Paſfapes of 
his Letter. on which they are tounded, and ſeeing 
the Presbytery could eaſily point out thefe Paſſages ; 
therefore the Ptesbytery, ro ſhorten this Enquiry, 
ſhould point to the Profeſfor the Paſſages in his Let= 
ter on which their Que ſtions are founded, and alſo the 
Paſlages of the Word of God, Confeſſton, and Catechiſms 
to which the uniound Meaning ot thefe Paflages or 


the unſound Side of the Queſt ions is contrary. From 


all this it appeats both how frivolous the Groundg 


ot the above W ate, and allo chat the Pre f 
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c6ncaining it, that the Presbytery mould lay aſide 
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bytery pur no unnatural Meaning upon the Words of 


the Committee's Letter. And when thePresbyrery and 


Committee met, theywere-lo far from finding that their 
Advice was miſtaken, that they juſt began where the 
Presbytery left that Matter, wiz. to enquire how far the 
Profefſor's Anſwers to the Presbytery's Queſtions had 
taken off the Grounds of Suſpicion? which they found he 
had not; and therefore required him to give a direct, 
expreſs and plain Anfwer to them. 

The Preface goes on, Page 21, to ſhow how, 
the Profeflor entertained the Presbytery when they 
met on the 19th of January, with a Demand, that 
they might declare, that they had found nothing in 
his Letter contrary to the Scripture, our Confeſſion and 
Catechiſms, and that for Anſwer the Presbytery re- 


| ferr'd unto their Minutes, by, reading whereof 


it will appear that they have not paſſed judgment 
upon any Propoſition in the ſaid Letter, whether it 
be agreeable to the Scripture, Confeſſion of Faith, or 
nor. b 5 | + 5 ++y 7 | 10 
But when the Profeſſor knew, and it was plain 
from the Conduct of the Presbytery, that they had 
neither paſſed Judgment upon, nor objected againſt 
805 Propoſi ion in his Letter as * the 


riptures, &c. but only propoſed ſome. Queſtions for 


clearing kis Meaning and his Soundneſs, what g- 
ther Anſwer could they give, but refer to their Mi- 
nute as above ; it it had not been to cenſure his De- 
mand as triffling, which it well deſerved. The Pre- 
face ſays, it was the Reaſoning ot ſome of the Mem- 
bers that gare the Proſeſſor Occaſion to make the 


Demand; But muſt Presbyteries make Declarations 


upon every Word that paſſeth from ſome Members 
* in Reaſoning ? Tis added, The Moderator having 
asked the Opinion of all the Members, they agreed 


that they had found nothing directiy contrary to 


the Scripture, Confeſſion and Catechiſms in the Pro- 
i feflor's Letter. And when the Moderator was a- 
* bout to dictate this to the Clerk, a Member, on ſe- 
cond Thoughts, (aid it was needleſs to inſert that 
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« in their Minutes, &.“ But there is nothing of all 
this in che Minutes, which the Preface ſays this Hiſ- 
tory Is founded upon; nor is it Fact that all the 
Members agreed to declare in the Minutes, That 
© they found Nothing in the Profefſor's Letter con- 
© trary to the Scripture, Cenſiſſon or Catechiſms, till 
tc ſome took ſecond. Thoughts ot it.“ And after all, 
i-rhe Presbytery had declared this in their Minutes, 
and giving their Meaning ot Finding, that they had not 
gone ſo tar in the Examination of the Letter, as to 
paſs judgment upon any Propoſition in it, whether 
agreeable to the Scriptures and Confeſſjow or not, 
which was what was meant by ſome and cxpreſs'd by 
others, who ſaid, That they had not found any 
Thing contrary, to our Corfeſſion ; this could have 
been of no more Advantage to the Profeſſor, than 
what, they have declared in the Minutes. e 
Ide Preface, goes on with the Proceeding of the 
Presbytery upon Fanuary 19. That they referred the 
further Conſideration of the Profeſlor's Letter to the 
conjun& Meeting of the Committee for Purity, and 
wrote to the Moderator of the Committee, deſiring 
him to call the ſaid Committee to meet with them at 
Glaſgow as ſoon as they could, and then reſolved to 
reed to make an Inquiry into the Things recom- 
mended to them by the A& of Aſſembly relating. to 
the Profeſſor's Aſtair, by taking a Precognition of the 
Students | of Divinity; and the Profeſſor craved, that 
the Presbytery would proceed according to the Form 
of Proceſs. Chap 7. Sect. 3. and Sect. 11. and then 
made ſeveral Demands very extraordinary ; and which 
thews, that tho” he had frequently urged the Presbyte- 
ry to proceed by way of Libel, ii they had any Thing 
to charge him with, yet-now when the Presbytery was 
to go upon that Method, he was as unwilling to be 
tried by way of Libel, as before he was to be tried by 
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ky Every one who 15 acquainted with our Forms of Pro- 


ceſs, whether in Criminal or Eccleſiaſtical Courts, 


| knows that tis uſual for the Judge or Judges, eſpecial- 


ly where there is no particular Accuſer, before they give 


' a Libel, to take a previous Trial by exam ining Wit- 


neſſes, which has no Effect againſt any Party that may 
be concerned, but is meerly for the Intormation of the 


| J dges, whether there may be a Ground to give a 
Libel. Yer here the Profeſſor, againſt all Form, craves 
that all the Particulars of the Inquiry be put in his 


Hand, before the Inquiry be made; and further that 
he might be allowed to be 2 at any ſuch Inquiry or 
Precognit ion; and other Thingb he craves, which even 


in Caſe of a Libel are not conſiſtent with the Act of the 
Aſſembly concerning him, which appoints the Preſ- 


bytery to make Inquiry, not only into what he has 
taught concerning the Trinity, but alſo how he has 
obeyed the In junctions of the General Aſſembly in 
Anno 1717, as to the Points which they had then 
prohibited him to teach. And further, If they 
*© ſhall ſee Ground to ſuſpect him to be unſound in 
ce any other Articles of our Confeſſion of Faith, they 
ce ſhall likewiſe make Inquiry into his Opinion and 
« Sentiments concerning the ſame *? But ' notwith- 
ſtanding this expreſs Appointment, the Profeſſor re- 
quires, that with reſpe& to all ſuch Points the Preſ- 
bytery do not proceed to make Inquiry, ' unleſs they 
inſtruct there is a Fama clamoſa, or elſe he be accuſ- 
ed by ſome Perſon who under his Hand gives in the 
Complaint, and undertakes to make it good under 


the Pain of being cenſured as a Slanderer; and that 


the Presbytery deliver in Writing ſuch Propoſitions, 
with the Complainer's Name and Deſignation before 
raking ſuch Precognition ; which 1s a plain Fighting 
with the Act of the Aſſembly; that Act requires the 
Presbytery to inquire how the Profeſſor had obeyed the 


Trijonctions of the Act of Aﬀembly 1717. the Pro- 


feſſor will not ſuffer them to make this Inquiry, rs 
7-0. 
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ks they firſt inſtru& there is a Fama clamoſs of his 
aching what is contrary to that Act, or elſe there 
be ſome particular Accuſer, who undertakes to make 
good the Libel. Such Demands againſt all Form, as 
well as againſt the Act of the Aſſembly concerning the 
Profeſſor, and that when the Presbytery were making 
the 1 towards a Libel, plainly diſcover how - 

much he dreaded a Libel, #3he 
I be Presbytery, in Proſecution of what had been a- 
greed to, reſolved to begin, by taking a Precognition 
of the Students of what the Profeſſor taught concern 
ing the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and appointed 
Commictee to take the Precognition, and report it to 
the Presþytery, and refuſed to allow the Profeſſor to 
be preſent. But the Prefacer ſays, Pag. 23. Par. 5. 
The Profeſſor thought this not Reaſonable, conſide- 
© ring how neceſſary and expedient it would have been 
for expiſcating the Truth, in a Caſe of this Nature, 
© that proper Counter Queries ſhould have been put to 
the Students by him And it is owned, that when a 
Libel is given and Witneſſes are examined for Proof of 
it, it may be neceſſary for 1 Truth, that 
Counter-queries be put by the Defender to the Depo- 
nent, and this never refuſed in our Courts; But in 
the Caſe of taking Precognit ion, when the Judge is only 
informing himſelf, whether it be fit to give a Libel or 
not, ix is neither neceſſary nor expedient ; on the con- 
trary the admitting the Defender to hear what every 
Witneſs has to ſay, may put him in a Condition, by 
practiſing upon the Witneſſes or getting them out of 
the Way, or other unlawful Methods to hinder © the 
root of a Libel, when there is moſt juſt ' Ground 

tor it. $24 „ Wren 

What follows, Page 23. is a Complaint againſt the 


Committee that took the Precognition, and alſo a- 
gainſt the Presbytery, becauſe as is alledged, They 
did not ſet down fully and iairly what was ſaid by 
e the Students, and reiuſed to mark feveral rh 


| „N 

pate the Froteflor, and give a juſt Repreſentatiog of 
“ what he had taug 1 | 1 REP * 9 
Ibis Objection is very groundleſs, The Buſineſs of 

the Committee was to take Information of what the 
Proſeſſor taught on the Doctrine of the THinity, which 
might be the Matter of a Libel, and therefore were not 
ſo much concerned to mark what was declared as 
Gund in his Teaching. Let it was plain, both to the 
Presbytery and Committee for Purity, when they had 
the Precognition laid. before them, that the Committee 
for recognition had ſet down the Declarations, both 
as they were for and againſt the Profeſſor. And as the 
Committee are not conſcious to themſelves of omitti 

any Thing material, that was declared for the Pro- 
ſeſſor, or retuſing to mark what the Students declared 
and deſired to be marked; ſo they are ſure, that nei- 
ther the Profeſſor, nor any of his Friends, are able to 
make it good. *Tis true there compeared before them 
one Student, who, with a particular Air of Aſſurance, 
required that it might be marked, © That the Pro- 
4 teflor taught that the Son was one in Subſtance with 
cc the Father,” which the Committee did not refuſe ; 
but at the ſame Time told the Declarant, that the 
Profeſſor had owned this in his Letter, and that they 
were inquiring into what he taught on theſe Heads, 
wherein he was on the Reſerve in his Anſwers to the 
Queries. 'To which that Student gave ſuch Anſwer as 
was very offenſive ; yet they marked what he had re- 
quired. - As for the other Complaint upon this Head, 
wviz. The Committee's protracting the Examination of 
the Students unneceſſarily, it was refuſed by the Com- 
mittee before the Presbytery, and the Profeſſor is much 
miſtaken when he alledges that this. flowed. from a De- 
Gen to hinder his being ready to make his Remarks, 
or anſwer any Thing that might occur in the Precog- 
nition; agaiaſt him; for they very well knew it was 
not ta be given to the Profetlor for that End, but 2 


* 


<4). 
Kiſlato as lai betas the presbytery, and thereilter be⸗ 
fore the Committee for Purity and the Presbytery on- 
junctly, to ſee if there was any Ground from it for 
forming a Libel agaiaſt the Profeſſor ; and it will not 
be alledged chat! it was not teady in due Time for Bis 
End. | 
The Preface narrares, That che Presbyt york 4 75 

the Precognition to the conjun& Meeting, but takes 
no notice of the Profeſlor's rec quiritig the Vfe. of 45 
Precognition b before the other Ju Judges 7 ſee 4 An 
upon the Presbytery't 8 refuſing” th Deſire,” which 
could not grant, he proteſts as, judging himſelf 71281 
This is ſuch Leſion as has never before been compla iti- 
ed of, that a Party k is leſed by being refuſed the Uſe 
of a Paper, that is only for the Information ot 't 
Judges, in order to determine 'rhemifelves, "whi 
there 9 be Ground for giving a Libel or not. 
the 8 takes no notice ofthis Fact. yet it alledgey 
that after the Presbytery had been on their ordina 
Buſineſs, one of the Elders asked if they had any mot of 
Buſineſs, and the Moderator ſaid, not. Upon * 
he and ſome others went out. But the reſt e 
Presbytery continuing to fit, a Member 
Paper, called, Remarks on the Profeſſor's Afr 
the 1 Presbytery's References, which was read, and 11 
into the Moderator's Hand, to be laid before the Com- 
mittee in their con Ji junct Meeting wirh the Presb) 
The Profeſſor may lay what Weight he will aport , the 
little Story of the Elder's Queſtion, and the Anſwer to 
it, which none of the Presbytexy, if it be not himſelf, 
and it may be his Elder, remember: Tet tis owned 
the Presbytetj continued to fit without any Adjourn- 
ment, and to what Pu rpoſe did they continue to fit, 
if they had no Buliuels 3 > Belides, tis plain from ihe 
Minutes, thar they did Buſineſs Pn what concerned 

the Paper or Remarks was over. As for the Account 
the Preiace giyes of this Affair, tis not agrecable to 
dhe Minute af Presbytery, „lich ſtands 2 
Pres- 


; 0,40 1 
e Presbytery being informed a the there is in che Hands 
ot ſome ot their Number, a Paper, entituled, R. 
marks on Profeſſor Simſon's An 9s, Pp whar he 
© calls the F 9 Claſg „ . ntitulled, 
References po. rofeſſor bn 7 44 air; they 
thought fir to cauſe read the ſaid Paper fore them. 
* Presbytery, without pailing any Judgment upon 
ce it themſelves, put it into the Hands of their Mode- 
& rator, and recommended it to him to acquaint the 
MNleeting of the Reverend Committee and resbytery 
* To- morrow of the ſaid Paper, and to deliver it to 
te the ſaid Meeting, it they call for it.” So that this 
Paper, was produced before the Presbytery at their. 
own Deſire ; and all the Presbytery then did was, af- 
ter reading and diſcourſing upon it, to put it in their 
2 . Hand, that he might acquaint the con- 


| think 705 to mf tor it. 
The Prejace goes on Page 25. to give the Proceed 


ings. of the conjunct Meeting of the Committet for 


Purity and Presbytery ot Glaſgow, which met upon 
the 15 of March 1727. But the Account it gives in 
the Beginning, is neither agrecable to the Minutes, nor 
to Truth; the Prefacer ſays, That after reading the 
b. Presbytery s References Fad the Profeſſor” s Anſwers, 
ce the forefaid Paper of Remarks was offered to be 
” read, whereas the Minutes of that conjun& Meet- 
ing bear, That the M. ceting cauſed read over the 

a. « Pres ytery of Glaſgow Procedure anent Profeſſor 
1 952 s Affair, from the 23d of November laſt, to 
« the 14th of March laſt incluſive, aud that tlie Meeting 
8 Raaing! in the ſaid Minutes of Yeſterday's Mecting, 
te that a Paper of Remarks upon the Profeſſor s Anſwers 
« was Yeſterday read in the Presbytery, and that they, 

« without paſſing any Judgment therein appointed the 
tame to be put in the Moderators Hands, and re- 
« commended to him to acquaint this Meeting this 
8 Py with the my and to del er it to the Mectitig, 
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ing, and (deliver | it to them, if they, ſhould 
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0 was read. 
© crav' d that he 
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Nerf and. an [wer 


+ the Paper of 3 give any 
r concerning his Tuber Ida 2: . 
© after which he having retired, the 


that they, were 8 State TY: " hips 
it lay, before the Presbytery before the giving in of | 
4 that faber; and therefore it was not to raken i in 
© as.a Part of the Proceſs.” And downward. in the 
wo laſt Lines of that Page, the Clerk was only allowed 
to give him a Double q it (meaning the Paper) if he 
called for it; there again the Prefacer gives his Account 
very different from w — F +: Minutes of that conjun& 
Meeting bear, viz. As to the Paper of Remarks, the 
« Profeſſor, having upon reading thereof, craved that 
&© one might be obliged to ſign that Paper, and that it 
might be put into his Hands to ſee and anſwer, and | 
* he being removed, the Meeting could. not go in to 
nis Deſire, that Paper having come from the Pres- 
F< bytery, who are Judges in the Affair, as marked in 
2 „ their Yeſterday's s Minute, and like wiſe that the Meet- 
“ ing reſoly d 31 take under Conſideration. what the 
« Presbytery of Glaſgow referred to this Meeting anent 
“ Mr. Simon's Afair, as it lay before them, prior to 
the reading of that Paper; but the Meeting) appoint 
- the Clerk to give Mr. Simon a Copy of that Paper, 
© if he call for it. Mr, Son 3 lled in, and 
1 this intimated to him, he iched d took 
cc Inſtruments, and ſaid he woul ppt che eaſons 
his Proteſt in Writing Tomorrow.“ Here the Meet- 
ing give a pain, Bibi Reaſon why chey covid nei- 
ther oblige one to ſign that Paper, nor put it into his 
to ſee and anſwer; and 1 Profeffor pro- 
miled to give of 468 oo his - Progeſt, he has. never 
yet done it. But it mag be the Freface contains; them, 
when it brings in the Profeſſor 5 hat this Pa- 


being read once in open Court not ſail to 
* have 


; | 18 
have as much Influence upon by the * ent of tie Mem 
bers as it they had ae Ie it in, as Part of the Procels 
But this is a Miſtake, for if we ſhall ſuppoſe there's a 
ny Weight of Argument in that Paper, it could not 
have more Influence upon the Members, when taken in 
— the Proceſs, and the Reaſonings of it are Particular 
conſidered, and compared with the Profeſſor's An 
lers to the Presb s References, than upon a Cur# 
ſory reading before the Mert and but once : Beſides 
as that Meeting did not find they could oblige any te 
ſign that Paget, ſo it was not reaſonable, that for a 
voiding this mall Diſadvantage the Projeflor complains 
of, they ſhould adjourn their Meeting, or delay going 
upon the Confideration of the Presbytery's Queſtions 
and References, and the Profeſſor's Advert which 
was the firſt Cauſe of their Meeting together, for ſuch 
_ as the Profeſſor might require for anſwering that 
aper. The Prefacer alledges further, All this ſcem'd 
to the Profeſſor to be directly contrary to the Reſolu- 
© tion of the Presbytęry upon the 5th of January, when 
it was moved in the Presby tery, tq appoint a Commit- 
tee to make Remarks upon the Froleſſor's Anſwers to 
the Presbytery's References, it was rejected be- 
© cauſe it would Occaſion a Multiplication of Pa 
© for that theProfeflor behoved to be allowed to ſee theſe 
© Remarks,and to anſwer them. Now one would think 
from'this, that. there behoved to be _ Reſolution 
taken by the Pres to this Purpoſe, and 
Reſolution e Minutes, either of the Fri of of 
January, or any other Day; and if any ſuch Motion 
was made by a Member of Presbytery, and another 
anſwered as above, can that be called a Reſolu- 
tion of the Presbytery ? The Pretacer ſays © the 
© Profeflor likewiſe complained in the fame Meeting 
that a Member of Presbytery ſhould be allowed to 
give in an Information againſt him, and thereby ſiſt 
*- himſelf as a Party, and yet he ſhould continue £ ſit 
* and act the Part of a Judge.” But this 2 does 
not 
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not appear in the Minutes; and if their had been ſuch 
a Complaint, it would have been very groundleſs, ſee- 
ing the Paper offers no Accufation againſt the Projef- 
for, -but only tends to ſhow that the Profeſſor's An- 
ſwers had not taken of the Grounds of Suſpicion” which 
any of his Judges might have done, without ſiſting him- 


ſelt as a Party. 


Tue Preface goes on to give a Sum of the Proceed- 
ings of the conjun& Meeting upon the 16th of March, 


which is agreeable to the Minutes, which bear, That 


the Profeſſor being not able to attend, ſent Letters of 
Excuſe. And in the Forenoon's Diet entred upon 


the Report of the Committee that had been appointed 
to conſider the Precognition, and digeſt the material 


Articles of it. 175 in the Afternoon e to a Re- 
ſolution that a Libel ſnould be formed againſt the 
Profeflor, and that the Articles in the ſaid Report 
ſhould be the Ground of it, and appointed a Commit 
tec to draw it up. After which they entred upon the 


C nſideration of the Presbytery's Queſtions, with the 


References, and the Profeſſor's Anſwers, and if theſe 
Anſwers had removed the Suſpicion of the Profeflor's 
Unſoundneſs ; and by ſeveral Votes found, that what 
the Profeſſor ſaid upon the five firſt Queſtions; did not 
remove the Grounds of Suſpicion upon theſe” Heads: 
And then reſolved, that theſe Queſtions be put to him, 
and he required to give a direct, expreſs and plain 
Anſwer to them at next Meeting. Upon the 17th, 
when they met, and had another Letter from the Pro- 


feflor, bearing his remaining ſo ill, that it was not in 


his Power to give the Reverend Meeting the wiſh'd 
for Satisfaction. Whereupon they called tor the Re- 
port of the Committee appointed to draw up the Libel 
_ the Profeſſor ; and in the Afternoon approved 
the Draught, and then gave it as their Advice to 
the Presbytery to require the Profeſſor quam primum, 
to give a direct, exprets and plain Anſwer to the Presby- 
tery's Queſtions; and if _ refuſed to anſwer, 1 
1. 71 2 n- 
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unſafe that he ſhould te 
the Virtue of the Power committed to 5 5 by the 
ol the 


giving ſuch Anſwers as are diſſatisfying, and that 


1 ein 
Anſwers, as thereby it my: appear to them, that it is 


OF preach. ; that they, in 


General Aſſembly, ſuſpend him in Terms ir Act; 
and likewiſe, if either by his Refuſal to anſwer, or 


therefrom further Ground of a Libel ariſe, that 
add to the ſaid Libel as they ſhall fee Cauſe. Thus 
the conjun& Meeting having been together for Three 
Days, could continue to fit no longer, which, was a Loſs, | 
and great Diſadvantage to this Cauſe. 
The Pretace, Page 26, 27. proceeds in his. Narr 
rative of the Proceedings of the Presbytery, viz. Thar 
upon the 17th of March, they appointed the Profeſſor 
to give direct, expreſs and plain Anſwers: to the Five 
Queries againſt their next Meeting on the 22d of Merch. 
But that then the Proſeſſor not being able to, attend 
them, ſent a Paper to them, called a Repreſentation, and 
the Conſiderat ion of it was delayed until the 29th of 
March, when the Profeſſor gave in his Repreſentation 
as it is printed, P. 35. (of the Caſe). which was read ; 
and the Conſideration of it was delayed till next Pay. 
Againſt which the Presbytery appointed the Libel ; ty 
be got ready. And upon the zoth of March the Re- 
— was again read in the Presbytery, and they 
tound the Matter of ſo great Importance, as to con- 
tinue it under their further Conſideration. 132 
This Account is very confuſed. Is it to be ſuppoſed, 
that the Presbytery on March 22d, delayed the Con- 
ſideration of the Paper of . Repreſentation till Aprol, 
30. and yet on that Day the Proteſſor gave in his Re- 
preſentation ; nor is it agrecable to the Minutes, which 
bear, That on the 2 2d ot Marab che Profeſſor ſent his 
Paper of Repreſentation. to the Presbytery, with a 
Deſire, that it it; did not ſatisfy, it, ſhould not. be enn 
groſſed in the Minutes, nor any Copy of it, taken, but 
be returned to him; and that the Presbytery, in their 
Afrernoon's Diet, after reading, and copſiger) 
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{aid-Paper, and a Note that was offered to be added 
to it. agreed that both Papers be given back to the 
Prof ſſor, and that againſt Hedneſday- next he give # 


direct, expreſs and plain Anſwer to the Five Queries; 
and that the Proteſſor appearing on that Day, he offer d 
a Paper, which he called a Repreſentation, Containin 
y | his-Thoughts-uponithe. Subjets. ef al the Queries, whic 
1s he hoped would give Satigactiou to them: and others: 
x And on the Day following the Presbytery met again, 
Z when their Minute bears, That aſter reading the Paper 
oftner than once, and diſcourſing thereupon, they find, 
That after à long Preamble, the Meaning of which 
does not clearly appear to them there- is a Declaration 
f the Profeſſors T houghts upon the Subject of tbe-Qgue- 
c | ries not formerly auſwered. But they find the Matter 
. If of ſo great Importance, as to continue it yet under their 
Conſide ration. . 

Thus this Matter ſtands in the Minutes of Presbytery, 
and thoꝰ the Paper did not contain that direct, expreſs 
and plain Anſwer to the Queſtions propoſed to the 
Profeſſor, which was required by the Committee for 
Purity, yet ſeeing he had advanced further in declar - 
ing his Thoughts upon the Matter of them, than he 
had before, the-Presbytery , did not proceed to the 
Cenſure of Suſpenſion, that they might incourage him 
yet to open his Mind more fully; and in the mean 
Time kept the. Matter lying before them, till they 
ſhould. have an Opportunity oi examining it more de- 
liherately than they could do it now, when they were to 
go uppn the Libel. 

The Prefacer goes on to the Affair of the, Libel, and 
ſayse That when the Presbytery called for the Li- 
c bel. which they had prepared, the Profeſſor crav- 
fied, Imo, That they might condeſcend upon the 

aſſages in the Scriptures and our Confeſſion and Ca. 
gabi which they judged, were oppolite to each 
* Article of the Libel, 2do, That the Libel might 
be ſpecial as to Time and Place. 3t4o, That the 
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49). 
4 particular Witneſſes: be named that are to prove 


«the Articles of the Libel 4%, That the Students 
« that are to be examined as Witneſſes for Proof 
«of the Libel might be cited as Witneſſes for his 
« KExculpation, _—_ ſuch as he ſhall have Occaſion 
* to except againſt 

The firſt Two of theſe Demands are afterwards 
turned into Objections againſt the Libel, and may be 
conſidered with the other general Object ions. And 
as for the Third, That the partieular Witneſſes be 
named that are to prove the particular Articles of < 


LBibel, which *tis alledged was done in Mr. Webfter's 


_ Caſe, the Presbytery very juſtly refuſed ; for tho* Mr. 
Webſter named the particular Witneſſes that he addu- 


ced for proving the Iwo Parts of his Libel, one where- 
of related to what he taught or vented at Glaſgow, and 
another to what was vented by him at Edinburgh, in 


a Conference before ſeveral Miniſters, where the Wit- 


nefles behoved to be different; yet this cannot be a 
Rule to the Presbytery, ſceing the Forms of Proceed- 


ing do not require this; and in our Courts uſually 


Witneſſes are adduced for Proof of the whole Libel. 


And it appears the more needful here, becauſe the Li- 


any of the Witneſſes might have been Witneſſes to the 
whole, or greater. Part of it. And as to the Fourth 


Demand, it ſeem'd very unreaſonable in it ſelf, and 
ether without Precedent, that Witneſſes ſhould | 
be cited for the-Profeſlor's Exeulparion before it was 
offered to the Presbytery, and judged by them ac- 


cording to our Form of Proceſs ſo often appealed to, 


Chap. II. $'13. It was alſo thought a Thing very new 
to crave Witneſſes to be cited for his Exculpation, when 


yet he reſerved a Liberty to himſelf to object againſt 
them. 


The Prefacer proceeds to the 1 of Presbytery 


or gave in ge- 


upon the 7th of April, when the Prof, 


neral * againſt the Form of the Libel, ahi 
arc 


bel, referring to what he taught or vented at Glaſgow, 


| 
| 
| 


7 


bytery for any Perſon. convcened before them, in a 


FD 


O, 
WW 
en. - 
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Are printed in the "Cotton, Page 48 and ons, 
That they bein read, he and his Pale were heard 


upon them. This is the firſt and only Caſe, wherein 


eyer a Lawier was allowed to plead before chat Pres- 


\Caſe of Scandal of any Kind; yet ſo indulgent was 
the Presbytery, as to allow this in the Profeſſorꝰs Caſe, 
in Conſideration of his infirm State of Health, ven 
'tho* 5 was preſent, and did at good length plead far 
himſel 
Then follows a ſhort Hint of the Reſolutions of the 
Presbyrery upon the ſeyeral Objections againſt the Li- 
And becauſe the Profelicn thought himſclf leſed, 
and proteſted againſt th em, the Grounds they went 
upon are here 7 1 0 open, that others may judge 
W far he is leſed. 
Not to inſiſt upon his Preface to his Anſwers, and 
firſt Obſervation, neither of which can be any Objedti- 
on againſt the Libel. a 
mo, As to his firſt Objebtian, Thar there is is 
0 Place condeſcended upon in rhe Libel, in which any 
© of the Expteſſions were uttered, it did not appear co 


be of that Weight, as to make void the Libel, ſeeing 
erronedus Doctrine, which is libelled againſt” the Pro- 


ſeſſor, is not to be taught or vented any where. Be- 
ſides, he being deligned Profeſſor of Divinity in the 
Univerſi of Glaſgow, and charged with reaching ere 
roneous ine to the Students under him, it muſt 
be underſtood and concluded, that this Teaching was 
in Glaſgow. But then to put this Matter out of 
Doubr, the Presbytery reſtricted the Place to 0 


as: His ſecond Objection, That the Libel contiine 


4 Two Years and Three Months, whereas Libels before 
other Courts are confined to a Teatr; did nat appear 
to the Presbyrery to be well founded, ſeeing there is no 
Law or Statute (if he mean Criminal Courts of Juſti- 
ciary) for a Crimes preſcribing in one Year, and A 

uy 


a - — = = 


how the Profeſſor had obſerve 
Aſſembly 1717, which carries the Inquiry concerning | 
him, at leaſt Eight Years back. As to what the Pro- 


( 48 ). 
I But if he meant Eccfeſia- 
nan him at Mr, Webſter's 
Seven P and: yet was proceeded 
t by the Reye- 
pre urity and at laſt 

the Venerable le Ala And the General Aſſembly 
1726, appointed the N of Glaſgow to enquire 

the fnfan&ions of the 


feſſor chiefly obſerves, That the Libcl is founded upon 
2 fama „ 4 . and that this fama ſhould be firſt 
roven before the Libel be exhibited, and that the 
| inp ſhould preceed every Article of the Libel. 
Presbytery thought the Frofeſſbr remoyed the ObjeRi- 


on himſclt, by owning that there was a fama clamoſa, 


which came even to the Ears of the General Aſſembly, 


who enjoined the Presbytery to enquire into it, and 


proceed uſque ad ſententiam. The Presbytery's Inqui- 
xy was legal, which is not controverted, ind i is juſti- 
Bed by the Appointment of the Aſſembly ; and ii upon 
this Inquiry the M 140828 Committee and Presbytery 
ſound Ne und for a Libel, then it appeats that the 
Libel is exhibited after that Inquiry ; as to the Juſtice 
thereof it depends upon the Proof that is to ollow, 
ſo that it is relevant wichout a new fama. 

His Third Objection, viz That the E xpreſſions 
* alledged to be uttcted by the Defender are 14d in the 
© Libel in ambiguous, and. incoherent Terms, 
*and can be no Documents of his Opinion, or What he 
taught, unleſs it be ſpecified what. 4 and whar 
© followed, becauſe it may be he was giving another 
Man's Opinion, or repeating his Words“ ; the Presby-- 
tety could find, no Weight in it, ſeei the Libel ; is 
particular, and pointed in the Expreſſions, viz. | Ins 
teaching his Scholars, he ſaid, © That the Independence 
und Neceſſary-exiftence- of our Lord Chriſt wen Things 


_ © we know not; Thattheſa Terms, were. Jmpertinens, and 


* not 


rr OO Sort IT IS THUS 


as &# Mm _ as Let AS ca ett. a. Cinch 


. 


aun 0 the Trinity ; theſe are Ex- 


ars no Ambiępult 
1 9 415 -mighr | be eg de 
bite 1055 IS of, be 155 * acknowledged, 
t Fi ch for 10. Ut that he uttered 8 
; then 1 85 20 oe? ko prove that be deli- 
ve Fen the Optiiicn, N80 Weben n the 
[== or Rees by "Which he thewtd them to be the 
n.of another, , the Alledgeance ought to be ſoſtain- 
FE . ade Proof, Fe Eliding r the Libel": But 
this he offers. got. 7 5 le 33 ina Miſtake to thi 
355 the e or Purſue hould liel and 
. ald  Whar followed. Beſides the 
bel not 8 ante on, "hs 0 the Fox 
nd ſound ords, but firongly infinua 
tae be rough t them as his on  Opkilok.. Te 7 
follows in th Tel * And when your Students 
: *thar if the. "Joh was not” Inde pendent he was not Ne- 
arily- ex ent, #7, and fo might not have been, and the 
j ather miglit poſiibly Wer Bees without bim, you any 
r * ſwered, how do you know eee 
2 uh Objectic ion, Vi. Sa 3 no Mention 
ar Paſſage ture our Con 
Fl J E d rs te Which are imp gned b Wo 
of the Expreſſions alledged, hath no Febdstüä, fees 
ing the Libel cxpreſly bears iti the Major or firſt Pro- 
polition, Foralihichas by the Scrif Wen and Doctrines 
of, this Ghugh in our Cor F Faith. and Catechiſms 
faunded Wen f which it recites ſeveral Articles 
and. then cites, two AG of Aſſembly, Whetein 5 
venting che Delinquencies i in the Lei are diſchatged : 
and afterwards ſubſumes, that. the Profeſſor 8 guilty 
by. venting ſuch, Delinquendics as. ate therein ccthed :, 
So that the Libel a ppears to be molt Relevant in the 
Form, and very pointed in the Facts and EX 
laid i in it, And the Profeſſor will not alfedge Pee not 
any of the, Ex preſſions libelled are Ke ta tlie 
Scriptures, and 2 5 expreſs Articles of our n 
and Catechifms, which ale 1 8 
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in his S uttering one V 
1 8 hk Wei Shit ; fox, as to . 


0 panion he had not been ſo tree, a5: 12 declare it in 
de And tho” he has t found Dori 
A to Aber is charged in the Lib 

th ac taught the unſound Doctines lib 

BE 18 Sund at other Times cannot excuſe 

d as to a Miſtake in ſpeaking or hearing, it is no 
. 13 Court. 5 the laſt Fart of it 2 
$ ction u ee 
6005 The laſt Obj 9 e the Defenl 
. has owngd and lid ed ſuch or ſuch Things 
Land that ewe! he has he or vented, that Sz a 
F e \&c. without telling when, Where, or What WAJ, 
2 * e Opin, that read in 
ght ſhow to Time was in tl 
_ 2525 1726 and Pai rv Ay the Place, th 
92 of GI Glaſgow ; the Way „by. plain articulate Ex- 


reflions, as laid in the Libel, o by his Letter to the 


Presbytery, March ad, 1726. 
Upon theſe and the "like. Confiderations, che nge 2 
tery FIR RITA. the "OY go rf lions A 


the L 
ce Seeg, 25 bes 


Presbytery u e e 19th of "#- 4- 
ate his Afſwers and Joe 


9 


e 
15 955 the Pro 

Which are pe in his Colle@ion. 

and Br a wg Hint of the Interlocugors of rhe 


0 upon the Relevancy of the ſeveral Articles of the: 


ra and upon his Exculpation as laid in his An- 

ſwers, 1 . pon the particular Grout of EAA 

Fen oftered by him, by which the Fre r thought” 
elf leſed, ad” therefore proteſted. gut ſeeing, 
the Pro felſor hath not "olfered | BY Grounds for this 


Pro- 
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le to a in due Time, 
and age the ihe G ey Ivy nor their Com- 
mittee for. Purity, have 3 —— Weight in 

Anſwers, Deſences or Grounds of Exculpat ion han 
e "ws there is no Ry taken of "hem 
The. Preface, alled mes as to the fred. 
"which ſtands in the Minutes of. the. Proccedings of the 


| Presbytery, when the Profeſſor, offered, his Safe 


Grounds of Exculpation, via, T bat be inſiſted not on 


any other Ground of Exculpation,the Proteſior and his 
Lawyer are poſitive that they did not hear it 527 t 


Interlocutor was read to them, . otherwiſc Hy 
= prevented i its being put in the Records of” 
| To which tis wered, That i the 5 
— what is ſaid in the Minute, tis not caſie 2 
conceive; how. he would have prevented its being pu | 
in the Records: and that he did fo, is yet freſh * 
Remembrance, not only of the Clerk, wy iy 


preſent at the Time. „ tis certain tha by⸗ 
tery reckoned that the Profeſſor had paſſed from 
neral Exculpation, and never thought there could be 
any Queſtion about it, till the Profeſſor quarrelled that 
Minute before the late General Aſſembly. 

Ihe Preface Page 30, proceeds to the Examination 
of, the Witneſſes, _ tells, That it was objected a- 
gainſt, Mr. Fqmes Gals the firlt, Witneſs, that in the 
ick Library. of Glaſgow he had, in Conferen 

ot the Students at che Lime, when the MY 
keept ope n, ſaid, He beard the Profeſſor Teach 
Thiegs that be thought were contrary fo the Script ures © 
and our Confe//ion 77 Faith. This the Presbytery tound 
no Weight in; ſor cho Mr. Sloſs had gone further, 
and informed tie Members of the Presbytcry o vi_hl | 
thought faulty in the Profeſſor's Teaching, this . 
not have hinArcd his a Witneſs, according 


2 
our Form of Proceſs, fad 8 2. Sc. And as Frette 
Weight could. they fu * Objection a. 4 


Mr. $195, viz; inn altroheoudy. dk 
1 wont; bis Teſtimony before he was” 1 
Tec lle wha: the Profeſſor alledged- 7 wasi n 
Proof of it, nor fo much as alledged- to have been "w 


fore his Citation: „ A (199 
The Presbyrery takes Notice, that the Profeſſor was 
"allowed to croſs -Queſtion the Witneſſes, and gives 
th firſt Croſs-Queſtibn, as propoſed to Mt. $/oſs,"vig. 
Whether he was teaching upon the” Latin Syſtem or tue 
Confeſſion of Faith > This Croſs- queſtion the Fresby- 
ery retuſed to propoſe to the'Witnefs and very juſtiy; 
becauſe they well egongh knew, that as the "profelr 
When he was upan the Confeſſion taught in Engliſh, ſo 
"when he was 50 the Syſtem he taught in Larm 5 
and therefore ſceing the Witneſs gives the. Fropoſir ions 
which he depones were utteted 'by the Profeſſor: in 
Latin, the prop ſing the Queſtion,” whether the Pro- 
feſſor was Teaching upon the Latin Sem or the Cn 
Tron d ſerre no good Purpoſe, but on the con- 
rary ee whether the Witneſs might be catcht 
SR. in his Diſcourſe, or failing in his Memory, | 
which Deſign' the Fresbytery did e Logon fit to in- 
courage. en" 
It is further alledged, that hw this: Profeſſer prigk 
zoſed to ask the 2d 5-00 the 10 * 1 he 
ad not heard him r the Arian an 
ticularly, that the Son of Cod was — 6% 0 PR 
The Presbyrery' would not allow it to be ached, tho 
after u Rae when examining the 1115 itnels, they! 
allowed it to be propoſed, and allowed Mr. Rite bie tb 
be re- examined, and hen many Queſtions for * his: 
Exculpat ion were ' propoſed to the Witneſſes, week Preſ- 
byrety reiuſ.d to Allow them to be askecdl. en 
To this tis anfwered, That the Presby! ery, by: res: 
fling at firſt ro propoſe to the 2 Wi 
cus above mentioned; did not deſign —— Nd 
might. be 'tor the Proteſſors Exculpation, otherwiſe 
they would nut Fave allowed the Qyeſtion..to' be vid 
c 
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-afrerwards. But the true Reaſon why they re- 


ſuſad to put the Queſtion, when firſt propoſed, was 
partly, becauſe it appeared to be no Exculpation / from 


any part of the Libel, cho". the _Profece tad refine 


the Arian Hereſy, particularly. that the Son of God: 
Was created or made; ſeeing he was not charged with 
the Arian Hereſy, or venting that the Son of God was 
created or made And there are not wanting ſonie in 
our Times, ho go all the length che Profeſſor is c 


| — 
ed wich going, who yet condemn the Arian Hereſy, 


par: icularly that Deddafaion.r that the Son ef 3 
was created; and partly becauſe the Profeſſor, ha 
refuſed to give a Liſt. of his Queſtions, which he — 
have propoſed for his Exculpation, the Presbytery 
were at a Loſs to know when he would be at an End 
with them, and ſo were alraid, leſt by multiplying, 
Queſtions to no Purpoſe, they ſhould. not be able to . = 
verrake the Examination of the Witneſſes before tlie 
Meeting of the General Aſſembly, or be obliged to 
A to that Meeting ſuch a Ke! of 8 as 
might render i ir impracticable for 1 
_ Affair. Yer: = aſterwards the Preite f ſhewed 
a great Earneſtneſs that the Queſtion about the Arias : 
Hereſy and ſome others beſide wnat he had inſiſted on be- 
fore-ſhould be propoſed and aſſured the Presbytery, that 
he would not needleſiy multiply: Queſtions, the Preſ- 
bytery allowed them to be propoſed, meerly to ſatisfy 
bim; tho it was plain that many of the Queſtions che 7 
ed did not dend to exculpate him kram che Li- 
and it ſeem d very ſtrange to the Presbyrery; that 
the Profeſſor, when: —— Queſtions for his Excul- 
ba did not ask at the Witneſſes iſ he taught theſe 
ths which are mote expreſly oppoſite to the Exxors 
libelled, except that aiter ſome Progreſs in the -Exami-, 
nation, he asked If be taught the Neceſſary-exiftence of... 
he id bar We, eee e 


' 1 
* * 
wo a - 1 f i , * 
we 7 4 * . JI # » - 42 * w * © & vs „ 7 ww » 4 «4 ry 4 10 "243 
# 4 
2141 


The Preface TH Meg ing 
of the Presbytery before the conveening of the 
ral Aſſembly, viz. April 27, and noticeth that che 
Froſeſſor was not warned to be preſent, and after gives 
ing a ſummary Account of ws: was done, alledgeth 
that the Profeilor's Lawyer and Nephew. were. preſent. 
when the claſſing of the tions was read, d heard 
nothing of the N, B. now printed at the End of it, nor 
did ths Profeſſor ſuſpect that any of the Presbyt 
doubted of his havin nc that Chriſt was Mang! 
ſary Being; and adds, that the Presbytery's Meeting 
in the Forenoon was with ſhut Doors, and their Pro- 
ceedings were kept Secreet from the Proſeſſor, for there 
was not the leaſt Intimation made of what was done 
at that Meeting, either to his Lawyer. or 15. 


Ne ew. 

Dall which tis anfvvered, i: That there uns 0 
Need of citing rhe Profeſſor, or w him to attend 
upon the Presbytery, when they were only to refer 


the Affair of tlie Liel wih the Proof as it was in the 
Depoſitions, to the approaching Aſſembly, and to re- 

ceive a Report from a Committee that was appointed 
to conſider the Remarks upon the Proſeſſors Anſwers : 
tothe References, and his Paper intiruled, * { 


tation, and bis Anſwer ts the 6th Query. 
where can be the Fault, that when the Presbytery were 
to go upon theſe Affairs, they did not ſet open their 
Doors to the e that crowded the 
Houſe during the Trial. yet they did not k 
their Doors e % 
for the Profeſſor and his Friends to have attended. 
"Tis owned that a Friend of his was there in the Force - 
noon, to ſee what the Presbytery was doing, and both 
his Lawyer and'Nephew were there in the Afternoon, 
and it is not a d they: were deſired to withdraw; 
they might have fir till it they pleaſed: © And there - 
Id have no Deſign to keep the 


fore the e Fresh cou 
Profeſſor from. the * of their —_ Ko 
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ois, the Profs er and Neko may” be. e 
_— if they heard i 1 why. the 1 75 
"ly tead oncẽ before the bby „and 3 

'ime to examine it through N 12 — 
Kerr Commiſfionets to the *AfMmbt to 1 foal 
Index to the Depoſitions, if th A 

"heed for it. But 1 is fornewhat range, 


z 

acer ſhould ſa y That the Profeſſo 
| * that any of the Pre: | 
7 
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4 his hav in "4 
% Being; e 


«this Truth, when all che Witneſſes, 55 


tion was propoſed at the Proſeſſor bone 
le” Woh ba nt Dead bm euch het Frey: rey 


Nee, F Coniclades” the Presbyr yte '; Part in tf 
Affair with à mplaitit of their Clerk; who is kne 
5 es Is 888 hs 
0 the-. Matt 
be Protelor never ma 


— 15 5 not Wenz Gerd to tact fatter” l 900 15 
Hiſtorical Prrface, Io far ns it refers to the | Proce 
of the Fresbytery df Glaſgow; and of the Committee for 
ity. But upon the whole, it is hoped, that all 
who are concerned for Truth, and deſire to 1 uine 

Account of this Matter (which hath AS SE . 
Noiſe, and is of ſo great\Jnphttance to the Church) 
and who perhaps have tre ae read the Caſe f 
My. Jobn Simon Profeſli dt Divinity, will alſo 1. | 
che die ie wal theſe Animadrerſions, and e 
comparing them with the Proceſs now Printed by Or- 
der of the Committee for Purity; and that they will 
ahh ne, ee ere ofthe Froty.. 

ſome, e ings of t 
FE de- emer Commines fr Purity : That 


he 
2» 


As 


0 
as this Inquiry into Mr. 92's Opinions and Senti- 
ments, was not gone into at firſt. but upon the maſt 


N ry, „p in thei ; Procedure they, hayc 
id a Rf to, 3 State Health, to 


his Character as a Miniſter and 
ds well as to the known Rules and Practice of this 
urch: Thar the Account, given, in 12 Simſort's 
Caſe, is too Lame, Partial and Unfair, for a ſggre 

alter aſtet Truth to reſt 1 upon: And Laſtiy, that 
tlie Presbyrery, far from bearing hard upon the Erpfeſ- 
Tot, have ſuftered manifeſt Inſults, and Abuse üben 
im, WN Fong themſelves that, .Juſtice,;which 
they might lawfully, and PS FORE oughti/to 


baye done. — g nt 1.2091 in 

The Preface goes on 
Prbfeſſor's 
neral Aſſembly x 


7 o3 very br 


K 


7 
thought fit to ig, ſh in his. oils 
uſed by him and his Lawyers. before N Venerable 
Vetting, upon the Relevancy of, the 5 leſt any 
be — Yr gm upon by theſe Papers, cee aye ty -with- 


Gur. any Notice, it is jud 6 8 5 to e 
Remarks ü | been — 


the Pleadings 
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Some R x M ARK 1 upon the Pa- 
pers which ſeem intended to 


handle Points of Law in Mr. 
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Pleading 6 on the R elevancy . the 2d and 34 ric 
_ of the Libel. Caſe P. 462. WS: 


Diwan Things might be obſerved ae 
Introduction to this Pleading on the Relevancy; 
were this agreeable to the deſigned Brevity of the fol- 
lowing Remarks, The worthy Gentlemen imployed 
by Mr Simſon will, I think, join with me in à gene- 
ral Obſervation I take the Liberty to make, with 
great Deference to them, that the Gentlemen f be 
Law are under ſome Diſadvantages, when they plead 
in a Caſe of this Sort, unleſs they have join d the 
Study of Divinity to that of their own Profeſſion: 
Their Buſineſs, às ſuch, gives them indeed ſome ge- 
neral Principles of Right and Wrong; and Purſuing 
and Defending + Bur this goes but 2 little Way, uft- 
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the Queſtion is. Without this, what they advance 
muſt, in the Nature of the Thing be only in the fu- 

perficial, Way of arguing from general Topicks ot 
common Places. Vea, one would think 55 may be 
in Danger to do worſe, and to mix the Prculiarirics 
of their own Trade, and even of that particular Law, 
and theſe particular Courts in which they are verſant. 
Tis pretty i that a meer Scots Lawyer, and 4 
meer Engliſb Lawyer, not fully acquainted wih Dis 
vinity, would make yery difterent, yea ſometimes con- 
trary Obſervations, in a Caſe like this of Mr. Srmſon, 
© Chace of Law. An Enghſb Lawyer, tis true, 
my ſtart a good Thought in a Caſe of Scots Law, 
and a Scots Lawyer in an En ghſb Caſe. But wou d 
the, 5 hſb be fit to plcad he Scots Caſe, or wice 
Or would bis pinion be depended” upon ? 
We Odds is til greater betwixt either of them and a 
Divine. But to ſay the Truth, Mr. Simſon i in ſome 
of his own Papers to the Presbytery ot Glaſgow and 
Committee ſe-ms more guilty of abuſing Law than 
his Council appear to have been. | 
The firſt general Obſervation for Mr. . Simſon i is 
Page 162. Line 8. 4 fine, © That Juſtice permits not 
to charge Words. or Actions as a Crime, but on 
« Tranſgr oſſions oi a Law that is expreſs, certain and 
« written.” However plauſible this may ſeem, it 1s 
not true. Every Body will remember, the Accuſati- 
ons for high Crimes and Miſdemeanours before the 
Houſe. of Peers, Sc. as in the Earl of Macclesfield's 
Caſe and others, where no expreſs, certain or written 
Law was libelled or proceeded on, but only plain Dic- 
tates of Right, Government and common Senſe, a- 
greeable to the Analogy of Law. Thus alſo by the 
Roman Law ſeveral ſuch Things are are ſuſtained as 
Crimes, about which in particular there is no expreſs, 
certain wri.ten Law; e. g L. I. § 1. de extraord. crim, 
tit. Injuria contra boyos mores, Veluti fi quis fimo cor- 
rupto alique m 1 fuderit, can, luto obtinuerit aqua 


ſpur- 


. TONE, 
ſpurepverit, fiftulas, Iacus, quodve aliud, ad injuriam 
blcam contaminaterit : in ques graviter quimad- 
ꝛerti ſolet. Where (weluti) ſhews that there is not a 
full Enumeration, but only Examples given of ſuch 
Particulars as are actionable as injuriouſſy contra bones 
mores, What the other Farticdlars are, is left to com- 
mon Senſe and the Analogy of Law, as they occur. 
L. 1.4 1. Stellionat. Stellionatum autem objici poſe 
ſe his qui dolo quid. fecerunt, ſciendum eft : Scilicet fi 
aliud crimen non fit quod objiciatur. Dud enim in 
privatis judiciis eſt de dolo actio. hoe in criminibus Stel- 
lonatus proſecutio. Ubicunque igitur titulus criminis 
it illic Stellionatus objiciemus. | ; 
Indeed the above Obſervation in Mr. Simſon's Fa- 
yours was very uſeleſs, unleſs it were to lead inſenſibly 
to a Particularity and Niceneſs, inconſiſtent with the 
Execution of Jatice ſince in a few Lines the expreſs 
written Laws, on which Mr. Simſon is libelled, are 
acknowledged. | 5 
It is further obſerved, Page 163, for Mr. Simſon, 
That ſomerhing is charged, when the Libel ſub- 
“ ſumes, which is neither contrary to any of them, 
* (4. e. the Laws libelled on) nor to any other Law 
« in Being, that could be the Foundation of a Libel, 
& viz. Undermining &c. - - and omy criminal when 
« knowingly done; and that it might have been done 
“ imprudencly, or for Want of Skill, and not with 
© Deſign, which is magis animi quam fati, whereof 
* no Mortal can judge with Certainty, and gobd 
* Men may ſtumble into this; and Laws of Prudence 
e are too undetermined to found a Libel. Ergo, charg- 
« ing them thus in a Libel is irregular and captious.” 
It is anſwered, The Libel bears the Doctrine of the 
Trinity in the Words of the Confe//ion and Catechiſms, 
and the Words of the 1 2th Act Aiicmbly 171%, pro- 
hibiting Expreſſions not agreeable to the Form of Sound 
Words; as alſo of the gth Act Aſſembly 1717, prohi- 
biting Mr. Smſon to * in a good Senſe * 
. | , ' : 2 R : * 1 VU A 
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uſed by Adverfarie in a bad ; or to teach or vther- 
wiſe vent Opinions not neceſſary to be taught in Pi- 
vinity, and giving more Occaſion to Strife than Ediki- 
cation. This is the Major of the Libel, which is cer- 
tainly ſufficient. And to judge of che Subſumption, 
ve muſt Jook to the Gonclaticn ; for the Subſumption 
is good, if according to the major it be relevant to in- 
fert the Concluſion. 'The Concluſion is, To be proceeded 
againſt with the Cenſures of the Church, according to 


; e Demerit and Dgality of the Offence to be proved. 


The general Part of the Subſumption is, Diſowning 

<« or denying the Truths libelled on, and undermin- 
ing them, and yenting Inconſiſtencies therewith, 
<« yeriting Things tending to overturn or ſhake the Be. 
ce lief of the lame, injecting needleſs Scruples, and 
e rendring Men dark and doubtful as to what they 
c -ought to belieyc concerning them, uſing ſuch Ex- 
< preſſions about them as 1 uſe 3 and do 
& bear an unſound Senſe; venting Opinions not ne- 
“ ceſſary to be taught about them, 2 his is the 
Part of the Libel here objected againſt. But not ſuf⸗ 
ficiently. For 1. Not only to deny ut to andermine, 

and all the other Things libclled, are without Contro- 
verſy Faulty, and are relevant, if ſufficient, , to infer 
any Church Cenſure, from Admonition up to the great- 
er Excommunication : For no particular Cenſure is, 
or needed to be libelled. 2do, Undermining, &c. are 
in themſelves exceeding hainous, and the ordinary Way, 
that all Hereticks begin. And it was not neceſſary to 
fay in the general Part of the Subſumption, that he did 
this ex propoſito, for that appears in the Particulars li- 
belled in the ſpecial Part of it. And when this Libe 

was drawn, the Presbyrery had both the Precognitior 

and Mr. Simſon's own Papers before chem, and had 
called him and cc nverſed with him upon theſe Papers; 

and he perſiſted in his Ways of Speaking and Explain- 


ing (or rather ſhiſt ing) == hath done fo to this Day. 


-3tio, Even Imprudently 8 === "tf . ſuch 
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duke. And if one, even by 


* 5 Kruples,. oaks 
— 9 them dar and doubtful 
perſiſted iu. Re- 
natural Inkeakey: Indi- 
.xin&neſs and Perplexity, cannot or be not apt to teach 


Ex pr ons, —— Wande 
ing Mens Belief, 
&c. deſerves Admonition, and when 


otherwiſe.; he is not fit to be a Teacher, a Miniſter or 
Profeſſor, and is more hurtful and pernicious than a 
Proſeſſor of little or no Learning, but who barely 

nows and adheres to the true Doctrine. Yer ſuch an 

Miterate Profeſſor ought to be depoſed for Inſufficiency. 
And Mr. Simon's Undermining, Inconſiſtencics, ſhak- 
ing Men's Belief, rendring them dark and doubtful, 
Oc. if not proceeding from Defign, (which is acknow- 
je dgcd to be relevant) but from Infirmity, is alſo In- 
ſuffciency, and of a more icious Sort. And there- 
fore he ought to be depoſed. Add to this, his Wil- 
fulneſs, refuſing to be adviſed, quibbling, and the 
like. A learned perplex d Quibbler, is not what is or- 
dinarly called an Ignorant, but ſurely ſuch an one 
muſt be reckoned both an inſufficient an pernicious Pro- 
feſſor. 4to, The Animus almoſt in every Caſe is infer- 
red from. the Facts, elſe there would be an End of all 
uſtice. For, as Mr. Simſon's Lawyers © #3 no Mor- 
tal can judge of the Auimus with Certain And 
there i is no Arbitrarieneſs in this Procedure, ve what 
is and muſt be in moſt Caſes. Nor is the leaving Par- 
ticulars to the Senſe and Diſcretion of Judges (which 
the Civil Law calls their Arbitriment) to be reckoned 
a leaving them to be Arbitrary. He is a Stranger: to 
all Courts of Juſtice and Law, who can fancy other- 
wiſe. 5to, It will appear to che Aſſembly from the 

whole Proceſs, what is the Demerit and Quality 85 the 
Offence; which is {6 far from having been imprudent 
and inadvertant. that it has been deliberate. Ben E- 
ven Imprudence and Inadvertancy is leſs excuſable a- 
bout the great Foundations of Chriſtianity, and alſo 
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1 ( 62 ) 
famable, becauſe ſuch Truths awaken all the Atten- 
tion and Reverence of a Chriſtian. ws NN 

It is next urged, P x63 L. 8 a fine,“ That in the 
* Subſumption nothing is alledged ſpcken or taught in 
* dire& Terms contrary to any Article ot the Confef- 
fam, Sc.“ Bur it will be remarked, mo. That our 
Confeſſion and Catechiſms are not a Collection of all 
the ſynonimaus Words or equivalent Phraſes, by which 
the Truths therein may be expreſſed; there ore the 
Articles therein contained may be dire#ly taught a- 
inſt, tho* not in dire& Terms; and the Value of 
Words is ſound Doctrine. 240, Were it other- 
wiſe, the moſt expreſs Scripture might be expreſly con- 
tradicted, without Cenſure, becauſe in the other 
Terms. ztio, Clear Conſequences eſtabliſh a Doctrine; 
therefore clear Conſequences, overturn ir. 4, The 
Scripture nor Cynfeſſion ſay not tetidem verbis, God is 
Neceſſarily-exiſtent, may therefore a Profeſſor teach 
£2? And yere it not relevant to libel againſt him, 
that he did teach ſo ? The very ſame is to be ſaid at 
to the Son of Cod. And here it will be carefully ob- 


ſerved, that to deny the Neceſſary exiſtence, is to de- 


n Unchangeableneſs. It the Son be not by Nature 
Neceſſariy-exiſtent, he is not by Nature unc hangeable. 

it is in vain to ſay he is unchangeable, whils 
one denies or trifles with the Neceſſity of his Ex- 
Ibidem, L. 4, a fine, The Time, two Years and 
* ahalfis next objected againſt, as moſt unformal and 
* uncertain.” Indeed if the Defendant offer to prove 
alibi, and therefore require a more parti Conde- 
feendance upon the Time (tho the Libel ſtand good, 
and the Relevancy cannot on that Score be objected 


againſt) yer the Purſuer thould perhaps in that Caſe, 


during the Courſe of the Trial, condeſcend particular- 
ty on the Time, as to any Part of which the alibi 
iS offered to be proved. And if the Defendant do not 
offer this, there is no need, even during the Trial, to 


con- 


ir the Occaſion and Tenor of the Converſation and 


6) 
condefcerid more rde as as to the Time. Soms 
Lawiers are of Opinion, that tho” in the Tila the 
Defender alledge alibi, and demand à particular Con- 
deſcendance of the Time ; yet it is enough to allow 
him to prove, that on ſuch or ſuch a Day or Days of 
the Time libelled he was alibi In which Cake he wilt 
be exculpated as to any thing ſaid to have been venta 
by him on theſe particular Ds s; and theſe Writers do 
not require the Purſuer to condeſcend particularly, eveti 
when alibi is oftered to be proved. " know no In- 
r wherein the Time needs to be more particularly 

pecitied, than tis in Mr. Simfon's Libel, except when 
4 E of the Offence it ſelf depends on the par- 
ticular Ne which is not at all the Caſe here. 

Page 163, L. 1. The particular Articles of the 
Libei'are objected againſt, and *tis pleaded that the 
fiſt, viz And further in teaching your Scholars, yout 
have ſaid, That the dency and Neceſſary-ex- 
iſtence of our Lord Feſus Chriſt were Things we know 
not, is laid in general, Sc. Anſ. imo, The Words as 
libelled are Nin erroneous. 246, They W. plainly. 
libelled, as Mr. nen on's own, and not ins args 
the Words of others. 3ti0, "That they are thus | 
is obvious from whar goes immediately — in the 
Libel,viz. Jou uſe not the Words Neceſſary-exiftence,&c. 
and gave this pretended Reaſon for it, &c. It is alſo 
evident trom the next following Sentence. In ſhort, 
the whole Strain is a direct Charge againſt Mr. Simſon 
himſ{clf, as uſing theſe Expreſſions, and venting theſe 
Opinions as his own, and ſo every one muſt underſtand 
it on reading the Libel. 470, That Mr. m ſans Ex- 
preſſions or Opinions might have appeared otherwiſe, 


Diſcourſe had been ſet down, is not to the Purpoſe up- 
on the Relevancy The Presbytery in libelling had the 
Precognition and Papers before them. hence they had 
good Ground to think. the Profeſſor had uſed and vented; 


ſock Expreſſions and Opinions as his own; 22 


If 


r len © * RRONG N 
Jy they libelled. Witneſſes were afterwards exagnined 
eon Oath fully: Then it was competent to ſay, that 
the Occaſion and Tenor of this whole Diſcourſe was 
not adverted to; and Mr. Simſon has ſaid fo, but 
without Ground. In a Word, this is competent againſt 
the Proof, but not againſt the Relevancy, ſince 
plainly libelled, as above remarked. a 
- Ibid. Lin. 17: a fine, © The Libel goes on, That 
« theſe Terms were Impertinent, and not to be uſed in 
« talking of the Trinity. And the Sum of what is ob- 
& jeRed is, That theſe © Terms are not to be uſed in 
talking of the Perſonal Relations of the. Trinity”. 
But without any Difficulty it will be remarked, 
That the Libel runs in talking of the Trinity. Now 
he talks of the Trinity who talks of each Perſon, and 
what is to be attributed to each of The Bleſſed and 
Glorious Three, even conſidered as Perſons. Nor does 
he only Talk of the Trinity who talks of their Perſonal 
Relations and diſtinguiſhing Properties. Therefore 
this Article is Relevant, tho the Terms Neceſſary-ex- 
iſtence and Independency ſhould not be uſed to expreſs 
the Perſonal Relations. and. Properties ; if nevertheleſs 
it be wrong to aſſert, that each Perſon even, as a Per- 
ſon, is not Neceſſarily-exiſtent or Independent. 
And it ought to be noticed, here, That this is one 
of Mr. Simſon's main Subterfuges, under the Pretext that 
Neceſſary exiſtence, Independency, &c. are. not the diſ- 
tinguiſhing Perſonal Property, to deny them of the Perſon 
as a Perſon, and yet pretend to attribute them to that 
Perſon as God eſſentially conſidered. But, with the 
greateſt Humility and Reverence, in ſo ſublime and 
awful a Subject, I cannot but think, according to 
Scripture Revelation, that every Perſon, even as 
Perſon, is eſſentially. God, altho' diſtinguiſhed, ſo te 
ſpeak; by Perſonal Properties; and theſe Properties dc 
not exclude, but do include the Eſſence of God, and 
the Perſon as a Perſon is eſſentially God. 1 1 Ee 
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I cannot here overloo What follows Page 165. Line 
14. Nece ſſary- exiſtence, when taken, as it is by ſome, 
« for bemg of None or Unibegotten is impertinent, and 
not to be uſed with Reſpect to the Trinity, in ¶ e- 
tt ſpect of their Perſe nal Relations”. Now, 190, Did 
ever any Body uſe Neceſſary exiſtence with reſpect to 
the Perſonal Relation, tho? they uſed it as to the Per- 
ſon? 2ds, I it ſhculd be taken for Being . of None 
or Unbegotten, as Mr. Simſon docs, it would not be Im- 
pertinent, even as to the Perſonal Relation, 3tio, 'To 
take it for being Unbegotren or Being of None, as if the 
Notions of both were the ſame, is abſurd, ſor the No- 
tions abſtractly are in themſelves quite ſeparate and 
diſtin&, tho' the one indeed is uſed to infer the other, 
Thus, what is of None muſt be neceſſarily-exiſtent. 
And Mr. Simſen has all along proceeeded, as it he 


thought, that what is from another, cannot be Aeceſ- 
ſarily Exiflent, in the higheſt Degree. Every Body 


will think ſo too, as to all Caſes, except the Generation 
of the Son and Proceſſion of the Spirit : Bur there it 
fails, for ſtrong Reaſons not hujus loci ro mention, 
But Mr. Simſon excepts net &1y Caſe. 

. dbid. Line 19. What is pleaded againſt the Libel as 
to . Philoſophical Niceties, Sc. is already anſwered 
above Page. rer & 
What follows in that ſame Page, Line 30, &c. © A 


to the Argument; If not Independent not Neceſſa- 


« rily-exiſtent, and the An wer, How do you know, &c. 
and the arguing upon it“; All that is neceſſary to 
be remarked is, that it the Expreſſions libelled prove 
not Mr. Sim ſon's Denial of Neceſſary exiſtence they are a 
plain giving up ot Chriſt's Independency, and yet to be 


a Covering hetr, there is a Sophiſtication and Miſ- 


reciting of the Libel, and Words are ſet down diffe- 
rent both from the Libel and Proof. Inſtead of - Inde- 
pendent, we have abſolutely Independent on the Fatber, 
that is unbegotton. _ ' l | F Ry 
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The next Exception, Aid. Line laſt, as to Mr. Am- 


ſon's Teaching, when on the Chapter de Creation is 


already confidered above. The Arguing which fol- 
lows Page. 166. being all built . upon 2 
Neceſſary Exiſtence, and Being of None, of which j 
now, no more needs be ſaid about it. It would be no 
very difficult Task to ſhow, that the whole of that 
Paragraph is a Piece of plain Sophiſtry and Quibbling, 
and that the Learned Markius is grievouſly wronged. 
But I incline not to {well theſe Remarks unneceſſarily. 
Nr. Simſon's own Reaſons againſt? the Relevancy of 
the 2d and 3d Articles of the Libel come. next. Caſe 
Page 167. Some Things with Relation to theſe have 
already fallen in, and therefore any Remarks here may 
be very ſhort. The 1. Reaſon, That the Terms are 
© not in the Scripture or Confeſſiun, and therefore a 
cc Miniſter ſaying he knows not theſe Terms c“ ap- 
pears to be unworthy of a Miniſter or Profeſſor to ad- 
vance: And one would think that who would ſay ſo, on the 
Pretence there mentioned, might come to be depoſed 
either as illiterate or a diſinguenous Teacher. Apply the 
Reaſoning there to God, and not to a Perſon only, viz. 
The Terms Neceſſary-exiftent and Independent are not 
uſed in Scripture or the Confeſſion, as to God ; and there- 
fore a Miniſter's ſaying, he knows not theſe Terms, or 
what Doctrine mentioned is Scripture or our Confefſion 
are fignified by theſe Terms, is the T1 ranſgreſſen of ns 
Fanding Rule of this Church, ſuppofing the Profeſſor 
had ſaid ſo, which is not granted. Dare Mr. Simſon 
himſelf ſay, that this is an innocent Anſwer 2 ads, 
"Tis urged, © "That the Aſſembly's ſuſtaining. the Re- 
of this Propoſition, would be to eſtabliſh a 
cc new icle of Faith, Sc. The Afembly hath 
ſuſtained the Relevancy of this already, and went on 
very good Grounds, and can well defend their Pro- 
cedure againſt all the little Iunuendo's of neceſſary Terms 
of Minifterial Communion, new Articles f Faith, or 


new Terms for expreſſing ſome Articles of our Faith, and 
Rs alering.: 
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altexing the Rule of our Duiſormity. All Ineed here ob- 
ſerve is, That it the Independence and Neceſſary exiſtenc e 
of the Son of God be neu Articles of Faith to Mr · 
Simſon, they are not ſo to any ſincere Son of the Church 
of Scotland; but tis moſt plain, that what the Aſſem- 
bly have done, is not eſtabliſhing new Articles of Faith; 
they have only made 4, juſt and wiſe Proviſion, . that the 
old Truth, as expreſs d by theſe Terms, be not denied - 
Sempiternal and coewal with the Father are not 
Terms uſed in the Scripture or Confeſſion that I remem- 
ber: Had Mr. Smſon ſaid, Chriſt is not Sempiterna} 
or Coe val with the Father, and were libelled for it, and 
the Aſſembly found the Propoſition Relevant, could he 
have faid, that this were to eſtabliſh a new Article 
of Faith? Next, ſince he here openly affirms the Ne- 
ceſſary exiſtence and Independence of the Son to be new 
Articles of Faith, with what Face can he deny that he 
has impugn'd, denied or undermin'd, c. theſe great 
7 Truths? As to what he ſays. in his 3d Reaſon, I ö 
need only remark the Doctrine, which under Pretext of 
throwing of theſe 'Terms, he diſowns or undermines, 
was a Term of Communion, and till is, after all 
his Attacks. And as to his 4th Reaſon, I only re- 
mark, That the Church of Stland is not bringing in 
new, Articles or Terms, but endeavouring to hinder 
the old Doctrines to be jected under Pretence of 
Terms; and I hope the Church ſhall never think it 
ſafe, to allow honeſt, apt and proper, Terms which are 
ſynonimous or neceſſarily connected with others that 
are expreſſed in Scripture and our Confeſſion, to be diſ- 
owned and run down, and the well known Significati- 
on of them refuſed to be attributed to our Blefled Lord. 
5 This muſt {tilt be excceding dangerous, particularly in 
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| 
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blick Teachers, Miniſters, and eſpecially Frofeſſor's of 
Divinicy, Upon all which Conſiderations I cannot 
help concluding directly contrary to Mr. Simſon in the 
next h. That his calling theſe Terms impertinent, &c. is 
ler. OO 1 Ad <1 
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Next, In the ſame Page 167. Lin. 12. 4, fine 
he does deny the Relevancy, Becauſe the Terms are 
* ambiguous, ſome taking them for a Hypothetical 
« Neceffity of Exiſtence competent to Creatures. But 
the d:nying Chriſt's Neceſſary exiſtence can never be 
irre cvant, becauſe of the Ambiguity oftaking ĩt in a lower 
Sen e than agrees to Chriſt ; * it the higheſt Neceſſary- 
exiſtence agrees to him, it cannot be denied of him, be- 
cable there is a lower Senſe not good enough for Curiſt: 
This muſt at firſt View appear weak and'childiſh.* In- 
decd Mr. Simſon's aſſerting Chriſt's Neceflary-exiſtcnee 
in general after he hath told us of lower Senſes, and e- 
ven of a Senſe belenging only to the Father, according 
to him, can never be relevant to aſſoilzie him. A ge- 
ne al Denial denies all Senſes, and a general Aſſerti- 
on is verified” by any Senſe ; and it is ſtrangely trif- 
fling in him, a'ter obſerving this Ambiguity, as he calls 
It, and ſaying ſo much that Neceſſary exiſtence is un- 
ſcriptural, a new Article of Faith, &c. to pretend to 
vindicate himſelf, by ſpeaking of the common and ordi- 
nary Senſe of the Words Neceſſarily exiſtent (ſuch a 
Senſe then; at leaſt there is) and aſſert ing it of Chriſt 
as one of his Eſſential Perfections, in his Declaration, 
May 18. 1727 Caſe, Page 187. One cannot he 
thinking, that this is but a very poor Sh ift, ſince lie 
has often told us, That it can only be ſaid of Chri#? or 
the Spirit, eſſentially and not perſonally conſidered. 
This is yet more clearly ſpoken out in the 2d Braneh of 
the laſt mentioned Paper, where he ſays the ſame 


of Chriſt's Iudependency, which he all along aſſert- 


ed of him eſſentially, but not perſonally conſider- 
ed; and his Words in thoſe two Propoſitions amount 
to no more; Here then is a moſt fingulat Vindication! 
After Mr. $imfon is charged for wrong Words and 
Meaning, atid his labouring hard about different Mean- 
ings, Stuſes and Reſpects, in which he can fay or not ſay 
theſe Things, laſt of all, and at a very critical Junc- 
ture, he gives us general Propoſitions diſtinguiſhing no 
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be has accuſed of as to any other; and tho' in thoſe 
Propoſitions, he acknowledges a common and ordinary 
Senſe of Neceſſary exiſtence, yet in the next & Page 
167. Line - 10. a-fine, He vindicates, his Calling this 


and the other ſound Ways of Speak ing, Philofophi- 


cal. Niceties we know nothing about, and ambiguous 
Terms of Art. 2 may be like wiſe 3 what 
Propriety or Senſe ſie calls Words or Terms Philo 

cal Werbe and Things we know nothing about ? Nb 
not the Things expreſs'd by thoſe! Werds be meant? 
And indeed we cannot caſily get by concluding, 
= wage as well as Words ate all along meant by 
2 Mr: Simſon goes on Page 168, Line 4. For the 
fame Reaſons mentioned in the firſt Propoſition of the 
* d Article, tis ꝓleaded, that the 3d Article, Cbriſtus 
E [nou eſt ens noceſſarium is not releyant.“ That Reaſon 
hath been been already conſidered above, Page and 
is, That Neceſſary ei ſieuce is not a Term uſed in Scrip- 
ture or Confeſſion. ;. but Line 7. ibid. he denies he ſaid 
ſo. Let me here remark, That Mr Simſon cannot de- 
ny chat in expreſs Terms he writes, that it is not rele- 
vunt to ſay Chriftus noneſt ens neceſſarium: And for 
a Reaſon, as we have ſeen above as applicable to this 
Propoſit ion, Deus uon eft es neceſſarium, viz. It is not 
in Scripture or Cunf en. Ergo, the aflerting of this, 
according to him does not deſerve the Cenſure of t he 
Church; for that is the Meaning of relevant, viz. 
ſufficient to inſer the Conclufion of che Libel; which is 
here the Church's Cenſure; But his Writing thus, is 
velewant per ſe, and alſo proves his Guilt; for it ſtands 
not in a Paper of his Lawyers, but hig on ide its 
Title, Page 166, ſigned and judicially given in. When 


Mr. Simſon then himſelf declares at the Bar gf the Aſ- 
ſembly, that to ſay: Chriſtus non a ens neceſſarium de- 
ſerves no Cenſure of the Church, is he not reus confit+ 


en? And is not this to deny that of Chriſt, © which. 


| 
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js the common and ording Sa of the Word: in one 
b of the Eſſential Perfections of the Divine Nature, 
* common to all the Three Perſons,” as he himſelf owns 
. Neceſſary-exiftence to be in his Declaration, Caſe Page 
187 ? Therefore his denying this to be relevant is con- 
tradictory to common Senſe, or highly blaſphemous and 
injurious to the Divine Glory of the Great God our 
Saviour; and no Turn can be given to ſuch a Propoſi- 
tion, as can free it from ſuch ſaucy Petulancy as deſerves 
Cenſure, and that not a ſmall one in a Profeſſor of Di- 
vinity. I pray God to open his Eyes to ſee the aggra- 
vated Guilt of it. i DOR l 

The laſt Section of this peculiar Paper of Reaſons, 
Page 168. at Middle, And that the Doctrine of 
the Trinity is ſufficiently guarded, Sc. by our Con- 
* fefſion c. is plain from this, that the Maintain- 
* ers of Errors will not fign it; I cannot paſs with- 
out an obvious Remark, ſince he quibbles * againſt 
the plaineſt Things. There is no Doubt our 
Doctrine is ſufficiently -guarded' by the Expreſſions in 
our excellent Confeſſion and Catechiſms; but not if they 
may be denied and undermined: in other Expreſſions 
impune. The Truth is, the Guard of Doctrine is not 
only the preciſe Words it is expreſs'd in, but the plain 
Declaration of it from the Scripture, giving People the 
Apprehenſion and ſolid Belief of it, and if this be taken 
away in other Words, their Belief of the Truth over- 
turn d and ſhaken, and needleſs Doubts and Scruples 
be rais'd, and People (eſpecially the Youth who: have 
their Eye to the Holy Dy have theſe injected in- 


to their Minds, and are rendered dark and uncertain . 


as to what they. ought to believe: ing Divine 
Truths; in ſuch a Caſe, the adhering literally to the 
Words of a Confeſſion. ſignifies nothing. And what 
Words are there, which deſigning People may not 
Senſe, and endeavour to wire-draw to fignity ' any 
Thing or every Thing, till they bring them to mean 
nothing at all with any tolerable Clearneſs? This un- 
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ſdundPerſons have in all the Ages df t 


wit the Words of the Holy Ghoſt ln the Sripture; 


and we ought not to wonder if they take the ſame 


Courſe with our Confeſſion and other Forms of ſound 


Words. The very ſame Reaſons which led the Church 
in all Ages to guard the Truth of Doctrine by Confeſ- 
, agreeable to the Holy Canon, till fubGi, and 
ought to have equal Weight with us to endeavour to 
guard our excellent Standarts when Attempts are mado 
to undermine them. In the laſt Place on this F. let 
me obſcrve, That we have no great Reaſon to believe, 
That Maintainers of Errors will not ſign our Con- 
< * feſſion of Faith (as Mr. Simſon infinuates) if they find 
it convenient for them. I imagined Mr. Simſon 
had known, that Dr. Clark, after he had changed his 


Sentiments upon the Doctrine of the Trinity, and the 


Deity of the Son, from what he had publiſhed in the 
Firſt Edition of his Sermons at Boyle's Lectures, ſaw it 
good to ſign the 39 Articles of the Church of England. 


And Mr. Simſon has ſpent too much Time in ſhew- 


2 the Wa 4 uſing the Words, and deſtroying the 
= our Conf Mon of Faith, and of denying 
oy in > fone of its moſt important Parts in other Words, 
to leave us Room to doubt, that an Enemy of the 
l may . the Words of our e 
We are now come to the Pleading on the Relevan- 
cy of the Exculpation. This Part of the Caſe begins 
with a Complaint of the Presbytery of Glaſgow, P. 168, 
for refuſing Mr. Simſon a conjunct Proof, &c. The Pres- 
bytery could beſt give an Anſwer to this; and whert 
it was objected in the Aſſembly, they did ſet it in a 


full Light, to the Satisfaction of the Aſſembly, and 
ſhow d that the Profeſſor reſtricted himſelf to the Liſt 
of Witneſſes given in, for his Exculpation, and betook 
himſelf to his particular and ſpecial Deſences. And the 
Aſſembly came over it, and gave the Presbytery public 
Thanks for their can Faithfulneſs and —_ 


"( 93)) 
this Proceſs, and approved- their Proceedings: So thãt 
I fee not Room now for Mr. Sim ſon to recur r# this 
Part of his Exculpation, if his other Deſences fail, -as 
ſeems inſinuate by his Lawiers, P. 172. And indeed 
it is. very odd, that he ſhould: ſtill complain of what 
does not in tlie leaſt hurt him, and inſiſt tor what could 


not at all help him to any Thing, but further Delays 
of a Cauſe, which every ſober. Perſon, and Well wiſner 
to the Peace of the Church and Land, muſt think has been 
already too long in the Field. The Witneſſes cited were 
among the molt ſenſible, pious, and diligent of his on 
Scholars, as he cannot deny, and ſuch as had much 
Favour for their Maſter, and -Reverence towards him. 
And their Depoſitions will convince every impartial 
Reader, that they were not Witneſſes led ſor a Side, 
but to teſtiiy the Truth, and what was Fac. And 


the Occaſion 140 his Di ecurſe about the Things libelled, 


and the Strain and Import of it appears clearly from 
their Oaths: but it is wholly- in vain for Mr. Simſem 
to conrend. that the Strain Ind Import of his Ex- 
preſſions and Doctrine might have been different from 
what is alledged againſt him, becauſe we have it in 
ſeveral Papers given in by himſelt to the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow, and Iwo Committees of the - Afﬀſembly; 
Shall we not then belieye the Witneſſes who have ſworn 
ſuch Things about his Expreſſions and Doctrine, at 
with his own written Declarations? And bald 
he by other Witneſſes prove that he taught his Schol - 
lars differently from what he himſelf fays in theſe Pa- 
pers he did teach them. and differently from what he 
there detends ? "This: might fatisfy one who a'terwards 
(P. 184.) advances, that no Proof by Witneſſes, but 
enly by the Writings of the Defendant; ſhould be ſu- 
ſtained in the Caſe of Herely. - Faradoxes and: Contra- 
dictions are become familiar to him. 

The Second general Defence, P. 172, is taken 1 


bis habitual teaching Ortbedex Doctrine, &c. Where I 


1 remark, Imo, That Mr. Sinan in his Re- 
preſentation 


n 
1 
>= 
4 


SS IS ESA i. CHEMO e e e hone ds as 


50e 


to e Mr 29. 1727, Caſe, P 
7s; tai. Change of hi ee of he 
ebe Subject of 5 Trinity during the two Pre 
Years, upon his finding the Sentiments of Divines in 
the. greateſt Eſteem inſulficient for removing of Difi- | 
culties, yea ready to lead the Students into dangetous 
Errors and Miſtakes. From this it appears that he has 
only of late fallen into the Things bee and he may 
have taught and vented them frequently ſince 25 1 
Tis plam from tlie Deans War + org e taught not 
wrong once only, but oftner. As upon the haptet 
de Trinitate, and de Creatione, in the Latin Syſtems, 
and on Religious Worſhip in the Confeſſidn, _ 45 hit 
Papers to the Presbytery and Committee, & | 
Therefore, not inadvertantly, but ex propo ſito ha det — 
beratly. All which is enough and too much to elide 
this fence, eſpecially in the ſhort Time from his ac- 
knowledged. Aeration 3 in his Way of Teaching, and 
his being challenged and ſtopped in Teaching. 
1.1 is next urged, P. 173, L. 8. * That his Doctrine 
and Ear $ were on!) dubious, and not to 
& Forte: in the gong Senſe, 2 But tis very eaſy tg 
obſerve 1m, That Mr. Simſor's Expreſſions ſhould be 
raken in the true and natural Senſe. And tis nor ta 
be ſuppoſed in any well ordered Society, That any 
W 1 orward Man whatſoever ſhould be permitted to 
confound all by teaching ſtrange Things, either as td 
Civil or Sacred. Matters, and yet not be cenſure 
and ſtop'd, becauſe he at his Trial ſqueezes 4 con- 
trained Senſe upon his Words, not agreeable to their 
plain and natural Meaning. 2do, Mr., Simſon has ne- 
ver yet been able to thew he meaned Orthodoxly, but 
every Explication hath been as dubious as what went 
before, and in ſome Caſes more tnſound, grid, This 
could only exculpate from Diſowning and Denying, and 
not from Undermining, &c. libelled. Which how ju . 
relevant even, to inter Depoſition, 1 is W N kon. 
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In the next $ 1 21. tis advanced, © That it wh" 


* Bar Mr. Simſon had ſolemnly diſowned and di 
« ayowcd all laid to his Charge, c and ſome 
Things are brought from the Law, and other To- 

icks, Pp. 173, 174, 175. Let it be obſerved, mo, 
I bat it cannot be ſaid he has diſowned all laid to his 
Charge unto, this Day. Saying ſo in a general vague 
Way ſignifies nothing, when he makes no particular 


D:clarations coming up to ir. The Paper given in 


May 18, 1727 to this Purpoſe, is not; ſufficient, as has 
been noticed. 2do, Mr. Simſon's Caſe differs far from 
one who owns his Error and renounces it, or retracts 


ambiguous Words. He ſays he has taught aright, and 


not done amiſs, when we ſee it not to be true, and 
his Aſſertions of his Orthodoxy are of no Value, ſince 
he does not pretend to retract one Opinion, Expreſſi- 
en or Word. . 3tio, His perſonal [Temper and Char- 
acter cannot afford him an Argument. There are In- 
ſtances of his Forwardneſs and unſhaken Boldneſs; 
but that he is open, plain and ingenuous, will by no 
Means be admitted by thoſe who have obſerved his 
Procedure in the former Proceſs and this, and his Be- 

aviour and Teaching bet wixt them. His Ambigu- 
ity, Perplexedneſs and Shifting, his former unſound 
Opinions, and dangerous Hypotheſes and Aſſertions, 
in his Letters to Mr. Rowan, and Anſwers to Mr. 
Webſter, (See Act 9. A. 1717.) and. his perſiſting in 
teaching them after Admonition (See Libel given bin 
by the Aſſembly's Committee, March 1728, Tr.) ſhew 
the quite contraty. And one cannot help fearing, that 
he who ſo obſtinately has erred, and ſo dangerouſly, 
about the Grace, may eaſily fall into Error about the 
Perſon of our Bleſſed Lord. 40, What is brought 
Kom Law, as to removing Malignity, from injurious 
Words, and is transferred to Mr. Simon's Caſe, can- 
not help him. For verbal Injuries have always in the 
Eye oi Law been "reckoned the lighteſt ; and there- 
fore were taken away by the injured Party's not lay- 
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ing them to Heart, or living friendly with the Injurer, 
and the Nature of the Offence conſiſts much in griev- 
ing the Party. But ſuch Heretical Opinions as Mr. 
Simſon is charged with, are of the higheſt Nature 
And wno is there on Earth that may paſs them over ? 
The Roman Law is miſrepreſented on this Head in the 
Scrap quoted from Matheus. By modern Practice the 
actio ad Palinodjam takes Place; which as Matheus d. 
Injur. Cap. 3. de Concur. Fudic. Q 7. obſerves, was 
unknown in the Roman Law. And Boecleman lays, 
It is aliena a ratione juris Romani, qua non patitur. 
ut privatus ſuo facto honorem vel ledat vel tribuat 
Mat beus indeed ſays, Si conjectura uti licet, this A &i- 


on wa: occaſioned by the Practice among the Romans 


of ſuch an Oath as is quoted for Mr. Simon ' from. 
him. But it is to be obſerved, That the only 
Text for this ſeems to ſay no more, than that a 
verbal Injury may be proved by Oath of Party, 


deferente afore vel jadice L. S 8 F. d. injur. The 


Words of the Oath quotted Matheus takes not from 
the Law, but from Paſſages in Terence and Plautus, 
which indeed is good Collateral Authority : But then 
all is miſapplied when brought to Mr. Simſon's Caſe : 
For the Deſign of ſ:ch Oath, as Matheus relates it 
from Terence and Plautus, was to clear that the Words 
were not utrered animo injuriandi; and Mr. Simſon 
will find himſelf at a Loſs by Mathens's Doctrine on 
this Head, de injur. Cap. 1 Seve. Quæ ſua natura pro- 
broſa ſunt, præſumi jnjuriando animo facta, onuſque 
probandi contrarium, incumbit reo. Mr. Sm ſon's 
Words are, Sua natura inconſiſtent with our Lord's 
ſupreme Godhead. Again, Quoties reus fatFum'confite- 
tur (we have his Words and Opinions. under his own 
Hand) jure autem factum defendit (he ſays there is 
nothing amiſs in his Words and Opinions) id ipſum 
jure factum probare debet. Further, Probationem mini- 
"me adjuvat, Proteſtatio illa vulgata ſalvo bonore tuo, 


quod pace tus liceat dicere 2 es, Sc. Rette enim occurrent 
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doctores proteſtationem ditto, 92 contrarium, nibil 
operari atque inutilem eſſe. We may apply this to 
the yum Proteſtations of Innocency and Orthodoxy 
made by Mr. Simſou in the Pages aboye mentioned. 
But if he would have a proper Title of Law for hisCaſe, 
it appears to be that of Blaſphemy : But ſince the Re- 
ference is here made to that of Hereſy, as what beſt be- 
longs to him, let us go on to it. 50, And without go- 

ing tar in this Argument, a few Remarks will ſuffice, 

which are applicable to what is adyanced Page 173, 4, 5, 
and having briefly remarked that, The Citation from 
Scripture, Tt. iii 10. proves a Man may be a Heretigk 
before any Admonition, and only requires two Admo- 
nitions befcre he be excommunicated, I proceed to the 
Law-part. 1/, That a Heretick is not to be cenſured, ex- 
cept he ob{linatcly perſiſt, is not true, tp the Extent to 
which 'tis here pl:aded, nor in any Senſe which can free 
Mr. Simſon from Cenfure. It is true that the Dc&ors 
require Pertinaciouſneſs to make , Hereticks, but 
this Pertinacy is not only inferred from their Perſiſting, 
bur from their embracing ſuch Opinions expropo/it o 
and deliberately, and not ignorantly and by Seducti- 
on of others, ſo muchas by their own Self- conceit and Con- 
fidence. And as to not perſiſting, tho it frces from the 
higheſt, yet not from all Puniſhment ; and it does not 
at all free thoſe who have relapſed into Hereſy, and they 
are reckoned relapſed to this Effect, who having been con- 
victed of one Hereſy, do aſterwards fall into another. This 
Damhouderus in his praxis rerum criminalium, Cap 61. 
Sect. 5 3. ſpeak ing of Pertinacy as a Requiſite in a Here- 
tick, explains it thus, IN hujuſmodi errorem pertinaci 
E obſtinata niente eligat & ſequatur. Unde D. Auguiſſti- 
uus 24 4.3 c. Dixit Apoſtulus. $i qui ſententiam, quam- 
vis falſam ſuam atque per verſam, nulla pertinaci ani- 
moſitate deſendunt, preſertim quam uon audacia ſue pre- 
ſumptionis pepererint, ſed a ſeductis & in errorem lapſis 
acceperunt ; . querunt autem cauta ſolicitudine yeritatem, 
cerrgi parati cum iuvenerint, nequaquam inter Heritt- 
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ther he has not done this after the Aſſembly, on *. 


eee e 
cos ſunt deput andi. And Sir George M Kenzis in his 


" Crgninals, Tit. 4. Hereſy, requires Pertinaciouſneſs in 


Oppoſition to Ignorance, or not adhering, and allows 
Repentance to be received at any Time; yet adds, 
8 N they have relapſed in their Hereſy, for their 
« 2d Fall is not to be taken off by Repentance. But 
„ tho ek Repentance ſecures them M Death in 
the firſt Fall, yet they are to be puni by perpe- 
« tual ae e fre in England, if 24 Here- 
« tick convicted, did after Abjuration relapſe into 
© the ſame or any other Hereſy, and thereof was convict 
ce again, he ſuffered the ordinary Puniſhment, which 
“ formerly was Burning, but now is Excommunication, 
4 Deprivation, Degradation, and other: Cenſures, bur 
© not extending. to Death.” See Nelſon's Rights of 
the Clergy of Great Britain. Hereſy. Dr. Godolphin's 
Repert. Canonic. Chap, 40, Se. 7. Page, 563. Ar. 
& Corwini jus Canon. L. 7. Tit. 7. de heret. Panas ef 
ce fugiunt continuo poſt erroris deprebenſionem, ad fidei 
ce catholice unitatem recurrendo, & errorem ſuam ad 
« arbitrium opſcopi Regienis publice abjurando, ſatis- 
«© fattionmque congruam exhibendo; qui eee 
« jurationem in hereſin recidiſſe depre henduntur, 
*_ſeculari Fudicio, ut & heretici pertinaces ſine ulla pe- 
« nitus audientia ſunt relinquendi : In bereſin autem 
recidiſſe, i e. relapſi cenſuntur. Qui culpabiles in uns 
« Articulo fidei inventi, vel in uno eccle ſia ſacramento, 
ce wel ſecta, in alterius Articuli, ſacrainenti, vel ſectæ 
& berefin inciderunt.” The Aſſembly muſt determine 
whether their Pannel has been ſeduced? Whether his 
Opinions has been produced audacia ſux preſumptionis 2 
Have proceeded from Ignorance, or been defended 


by him zulla pertinaci animoſitate ® Has he offered 


any Retraction, or allowed that any Word — 4 


ſion has been ill choſen? Whether he has not 6 
ed all, and pretended notwithſtanding to adhere to 


the Orthodox Doctrine of this Church? And whe- 


A 


impowered their Com- 


(78) 
al of his Letter to the Presbytery, im 
mictce and that Presbytery ro fend him? And af- 
ter another. Aſſembly found fome of the moſt groſs bf 
the Articles libclied relevant and proved, and did ac- 
tually ſuſpend him from 'Icaching and Preaching. Tis 


bard to give a proper Epithet unto, or to account for 
his Modeſty in publiſhing the Quotation from the Aufl. 
jure Can. in his Caſe Page 173, ad fin. and 174 In he- 
reſt autem deprebenfi, ft clerici ſunt, vel religioſi totius 
erdinis eccleſiaſtici, prerogativa ſpoliandi erunt, & om- 
1 officio & beneſſicio nudati, nifi continuo poſt depre ben fi 
en erroris, ad fidei. catholice unitatem recurrere, '&g 
errorem publice abjurare, & congruam ſatisfactionem 
exhibere conſenſerit, The proper Judge competent will 
likewiſe have it before them, how far he is relapſed in 
the Senſe of the Canon Law, as above cited from Corvin. 
and how far his Plea of Repentance, ſuppoſing he make 
any will go. There is yet another Caſe put by the laſt 
Lawyer, according to which, in hereſin recidiſſe cenſen- 
di ſunt, Qui de berefi vebementer ſuſpecti, non con- 
victi, hereſm abhjurarunt, non qui leui ſuſpicione in Cri- 
men inciderunt, qui quidem gravius ſed nou pena relapſerum 
puniendi. According to Corvinus Sentiments, it the 
Grounds of Suſpicion againſt Mr. Simſon were violent, 
and he has not renounced them, then he is a manifeſt 
Heretick, and if he did renounce them, when firſt chal- 
lenged, then he hath relapſed. Let me only add ano- 
ther Paſſage of this Lawyer, loco citato. Proceditur con- 
tra hereticos, eorumque fautores & de ſeuſores, ſimplici- 
ter de plano & abſque advocatorum ac Fudiciorum fre- 
tu & figura. e 
The Arguing that follows Page 174 L. 7. Upon 
dur Form of Proceſs Chap. 7, is barefaced Sophiſtry. The 
Caſes are indeed there put disjunctively by an (Or) 
and are expreſſed negatively: and the Method there 
preſcribed is to be uſed, if the Errors be not groſs or 
#ot pertinaciouſiy ſtuck unto,or not induſtriouſiy [pread,or 
ut ſpreading amoug the People: Therefore it the Er- 
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kin any of theſe Cafes 


non Law ſpeaks in a very different Strain, as hath 


"3 RINK. 7. 0 FO OO 
tts be grofs, or pertinacioufly ſtuck to, or induftrioatly - 
fpread,'or be ſpreading'a the People, the Meth 
therementioned is'not ihjoined to be uſed. For tis 
injoined, if ſuch a Thing be not ij. e. it is enjoined: un- 
der ſuch an Exception. Is it not then rediculous to ſay, 
the Exception is injoined 2 And every Caſe being here: 
put disjunctively with an Or) each of them ls a ſepa- 
rate Exception. , Extraordinary Criticiſm is ep 
to help out extraordinary Divinity, and 'a Gloſs quite 
tonttaty to the Text I his Interpretation « 
contrary tb the Form of Proceſs, and to all R. aſon, 


Language and the Nature of the Thing. He ſays; thas 
- any of the J bur tis plajnlyſ[excepr in any 
of theſe Caſes] and afterwards” none of the Caſes" are 
minded bur pertinacious adhering; yet all being in the 
Law, how can ſie exclude all fave one ? 
It is added, There is Locus Peuitentiæ for a great 
While, and all this is pretended to be agreeable to tlie 
G:ſpel, Reaſon, and the Canon Law. As to the Goſs 
pel· this is ſupporttd by an Interpretation of Tit. ni. $0, 
of which ſomewhat hath been ſaid above. The Ca- 


| 
* 


already ſnewed. The Reaſoning here is not good, for 
according to this Aurelia Gloſs on the Fm of Proceſs, 
if a Miniſter be charged with Errors that are grofs 
and {trike at the Vitals of Religion, or if they be ins 
duſtrouſly ſpread with a viſible Deſign ro corrupt, ot 
If they be ſpteading among the People, er it they be 

rtinaciouſſy adhered unto; neyertheleſs, Lenitiycs, 

.dmonitions, Inſtructions, and frequent Conferencts 


are to be tried to reclaim, without cutting ofl. To te- 


1 this in plain Words, is to refute it. The Form of 
oceſs does not tell expreſly, what ſhall' be dene in 
ſuch Caſes; but only that if none of theſe be che Cale; 
then gentle Methods are to be uſed; without cutting 
One might irifer, that if any of theſe be the Caſe, out- 
ting off is to be uſed. But I rather think it is leſt to 
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 Cenfares of the Church as the Matter ſhall requke, 


even to cutting off or Excommunication. And there 
is all the Reaſon in the World, to proceed as ſevere- 
ly with a Profeſſor, who hath. deliberately taught Ex- 
ror, ſtriking at the Vitals ot Religion, and who. in- 
ſtead of retracting, endeavours to eſcape in a Cloud of. 
Wore as with a Miniſter convi& of any other Scan- 


Next, It is alledged Mr. Simſon does not adhere 
pertinaciouſly to what he hath ſaid. This hath been 
already ſpoken to, as alſo the ſoftening Conſiderations 
added concerning Mr. Simſon P. 174. L. 11. 4 fine; 
That he hath modeſtly propoſed Tas Reaſons, his 
cc hearkening with Attention and Docility to the Ar- 
< nts of his Brethren, c. How far theſe 1 5 

itions ( for verily they are not Facts) were fit to be 
advanced for him by his Lawiers in their Pleadings, 
let him and them ſee to it. Lawiers will ſet their Cli- 
ent in as favourable a Light as may be: But if we, 
compare theſe with Mr. Simſor's Treatment of his, 
Brethren in the Presbytery of Glaſgom, in his Letters 


October 12. 1726, Caſe P. 10. and to the Committee. - 


November - 7. Caſe P. 12, to ſay nothing of other In- 
ſtances which might be adduced ; ſuch Suppelitions 
can prove nothing to the Client's Advantage, with any 
that are acquainted with his Management, which has 
been glaringly the Reverſe of all this. Indeed tis 
hard to reconcile the publiſhing of ſuch Suppoſitic 


with Modeſty, if Mr. Simſon have the ſame Views of 


his Procedure in this Matter, that moſt People who 
have been Witneſſes to it, cannot help. having. 

When I am conſidering the Pleadings of Mr. Sm⸗ 
ſon's Lawiers, as they ly in his printed Caſe, I find in 
this ſame 175 Page a Paper, intituled, Queries pap'd 
in among them, containing a Charge againſt the Re⸗ 
verend Mr. M Claren Miniſter of the Goſpel at E- 


dinburgh, by ſome - Body it ſeems who is aſhamed. 


to appear. | This being, torcign to the Pleadings and 


his 


x 
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his Caſe as before MN Amy, tis hard enough to 
ucſs how it .comes in here. That learned and pious 
25 I know printed ſome Conſiderations upon the 
new Scheme of Doctrine contained in My. Simſon's 
Anſwers to Mr. Webſter, ſome Tears ago, which bath 
never ger been anſwered, neither indeed can it upon 
ſcriptural Principles, and theſe of this Church. Whe- 
ther this Paper is dropt in here, from remaining Re- 
ſentments on that Score, Mr. Simſon, or whoever it 
was N i yur the Queries in here, can beſt tell. This 
firit handed about privately, and now put in 
a 8 Collection, I ſhall only conſider as an Inſtance of 
what. was ſaid juſt now concerning Mr. Simſon's Mo- 
deſty and Treatment of his Brethren and Equals, not 
to ſay his Betters, and whether he himſelf be the Author 
of this Paper, it matters not; for he owns the whole Book. 
In the, Title of this Paper, as well as in the Body of it, 
there appears ſome ſilly Banter upon the Act of Adem 
bly, . appointing Queſtions to be put to Mr. Simſon, 
the g of Glaſgow and Committee of Aſſembly, 
1726, with ſome low? Squints at the Libel againſt Mr. 
Simſon. All this 1 8 to deſerve any Body s No- 
tice. Mr. M Claren can give a juſter Account of 
what he ſaid in the Aſſembly, than any Body for him, 
were it worth his While. Mo Simſon was not preſent, 
and may have been miſinformed about them. In this 
Paper Mr M Claren is rep: elented as (peaking of the 
Perſons as equal in their perſunal Properties, that is hav- 
ing equally the ſame perſonal Properties, which is Con- 
tradiction and Nonlenſe, from which the Speaker's 
known Character will caſily excem him. What Mr. 
M Claren ſaid was, That the Three Perſons are equal 
notwithſtanding of their perſonal Properties. And] be- 
ſides his own, Declaration, the Subject and Argument 
he was on 1s a Proof of this. And i: they are not ſo 
equal, how comes our Catechiſm to ſay, They are 
equal in Power and Glory ? This is not ſaid of the 
Divine Perſons ey a for ſo they 5 


N e F 
one, and cannot be ſaid to be equal, which includes 
Plurality. They are the ſame in Subſtance, and forthe 
ſame Reaſon cannot be ſaid to be equal in that Reſpect; 
but theſe. Three Perſons, who are the ſame in Subſtance, 
and ſo eſſentially one, are (the Perfons are, and there- 
fore as Perſons) equal in Power and Glory. The very 
Words palm'd on Mr. M Claren, That the Three Per- 
ſons are equal;n their perſonal Properties, altho' in my 
Opinion tis an ill choſen and unaccurate Way of 
Speaking, yet one would think fhould not have creat- 
5 ſuch Offence and Uneaſineſs to Mr. Simſon, if he 
be the Writer of the _— who is ſo frequent in 
Senſeing of Words out of the Road of their common 
Meaning; and one of his fertile Invention in the Art 
of Senſeing, might have put a very good Meaning on 
them, viz. That the Divine Three are equally glort- 
ous in their perfonal Properties, and that the Son is as 
glorious in being begotten of the Father, as the Father 
is in the Begetting ofthe Son, Sc. But it may be Mr. 
Simſon heſitates upon the Soundneſs of this, and is not 
at Liberty to ſay, that it was as neceſſary to the Son 
to be begotten as it was to the Father to beget. Indeed 
one who thinks the Son derives his Being from the Fa- 
ther, not by Neceſſity of Nature, but by an A& of the 
Father's Power and Will, would not put this Conſtruc- 
tion on Mr. M'Claren's (ſuppoſed) Words. I have 
perhaps ſaid too much on this Subje&, but its being 
aukwardly caſt in here led me to it. 

I return again, and go on with the Caſe P. 176 
To the Pleadings upon the Proof of the 2d and 3d Ar- 
ticles, as ſtated by the Aſſembly. Much of what is 
here advanced in Favour of Mr. Smſon hath been al- 
read yconſidered, and fo any Remarks may be very 
ſhort, eſpecially ſince theſe Remarks are already larger 
than J ar firſt propoſed. | ENTER 

P. 176. L. 9. a five, We have Pleadings on the 


Proof of the 2d and 3d Articles. Here I ſhall only 


make ſonic Obſervations in general, and truſt the Ap- 


2 plication 
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plicat jon thereof againſt the Miſtakes in their Plead- 
ing, to the good Senſe of the Reader. The Pro- 
<« feſſor's Learning and unblameable Life is caſt up as 
e what render the Hereſies charged againſt him im- 
« probable.” The reading the Lives of thoſe who 


have moſt diſturbed the Church ſince the Apoſtles ' 
Time, will ſoon diſcover how little Argument there 
is here. Yea a very tranſient View of Eccleſiaſtical 
Hiſtory will make it evident, that neither his Learn- 
ing nor. Life can free him from Suſpicion, were the one 
as great, and the other as unblameable, as the Pleaders 
would have them. And there will not be the leaſt Sha- 
dow-of an Argument from theſe, if his Learning and 
Blameleſsneſs be mixed with Attempts to innovate the 
Doctrine of this Church, actual venting and teaching 
Error, perſiſting in this after publick Admonition, a 
paradoxical Genius, and a dark Perplexity”  *' © 
In the next 5 P. 176, 177. we are again told, © That 
legal Proof is neceſſary, and the Canon Law is again 
caſt up againſt proceeding upon Suſpicions“ But ir 
was never urged that Mr, Simſon ſhould be condemned 
upon Suſpicion quantumvis vehementem. Suſpicion is 
undoubtedly a good Reaſon to inquire, and has other 
Effects I ſhall not now inſiſt on. And altho? violent 
Suſpicion may not, ſtrong Preſumptions may amount 
to a Proof, fince the Canon Law is allowed in the 
Pleading, as an Argument which muſt be every where 
reſpected, it will not be unfit to ſuggeſt what the Ca- 
non Law ſays about the Proof of Hereſy, Arnold. 
Corwin. ubi Taps a, tells us, Admittuntur teſtes excom- 
municati, ſocii criminis, modo ex veriſimilibus conjectu- 
is, teftium numero, perſonarum, tam deponentium, quam 
eorum contra quos deponuntur, qualitate, aliiſque cir- 
cunſtantiis, falſun dicere, non preſumantur. oa 
in ſimoniæ crimine, aliiſque quibuſdam ad eorum deteſta- 
tonen rece ptum. r. A en — 
The Gloſs which follows upon 1 Tim. v. 19. would 
take away all Proſecutions againſt a Miniſter on fama 
4 r 4 1 2 99.53 WHEL: : clamoſa, 
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e contrary. b to Form * Proceſs, Chap. 7.66 3. 
?Tis. ridiculous to ſuggeſt that the Apoſtle's Words 
imply a Precognition ; an Accuſation is received againſt 
an Elder, when the Proceſs i is begun. But what Uſe 
can he make of this? For he has had a Precognition ; 
— every Body muſt obſerve, that in all the Courſe of 
this Proceſs, he has met with more Indulgence (even 
under no {mall Inſolence upon his Fart ) than any Law 
requires... . 
A Man's Charafter, Conduct and Beba viour oa 
to be regarded in the Proof, and his Propenſity and 


Fitneſs, Sc. for perpetrating what he is accuſed of. 


Semel malus. ſemper preſumitur malus, in eodem genere 
malitiæ. This is not the firſt Time Mr. Simon has 
erred and been convict. Ihe late Procf before the 


Lords ot Council and Seſſion againſt Currie for For- 


gery, was far from being a direct Proof, and Charac- 
ters and Circumſtances were gone The Eugliſb 
in all Criminal Trials lay much e 5 upon Characters, 
former Conduct, Sc. and all Laws make a great Odds 
in prov ing againſt Perſons illeſæ fame, and thoſe not 
Innumerable Inſtances and Authorfties might be 


| adduced. 


Ihe Aſſembly having already judged both Releyan- 
cy and Proof. after hearing the Obje&tions and Plead- 


ing upon Neceſſary exiſtence, which follow, Page 


178, Oc. and theſe being repeated upon the Proof, it 


will be needleſs to enlarge, and thereiore I ſhall only 
make a few obvious Remarks more, and then proceed 
to the Pleadings on the fourth Article: ; 


That the ipfiſima verba need not be deponed hath, 
both in Mr. $;m/on's former Proceſs, and of late be- 
fore the Committee for Purity, and before the Aſſemb- 
ly, been fo fully cleared, that I ſhall wave it. Theſe 
have not been thought needful by our moſt eminent 
Lawiers, in Caſes of Lite and Death, and the Lords 
of Juſticiary have repelled Defences from the Want of 


them, more than once. Ihe Nature of Men and 


Things 


CE BY 
Things forbid inſiſting. upon hem. - And ſhonl@ the 
be required in Prozefſes of E tr, this would itt m 
Caſes render them precarious, and the Truth would 
ſuffer exceedingly, without any wares A to prevent 
It. | 
It is anda; That = may be very five; that 
ſuch and ſuch Doctrine was taught, and yet not be 
ſürt, nor at all temember in what Words it was 
taught. Let us ok into what happens ro us every 
Day, and we cannot but feel this. Yea may not a 
Student learn, and be rooted in-a Doctrine by a Pro- 
feffor, ot any publick Teacher, and owe it wholly te 
im and yet not be able to depone or remember tlie 
ords in which he was taught it? It may be ex- 
else and inculcated clearly and plainly Twenty dif- 
rent Ways; and the Diſciple heeds the De ctrine and 
Nations he gets, but not the Words. If one be ſure 
ke learned a Doctrine from Mr. Smſon, but remem- 
bers not the preciſe Words, how utiaccountable- were 
it and ridiculous to reje& his Teſtimony ? And how 
happy would this Rule be for all Hereſy-mongers? 
Let ns make the Suppoſition, a Student never read or 
heard of ſuch a Doctrine or Not ion, that it never en- 
tered into his Head, but from Mr. Simon” s teaching, 
and that the Student could clearly and with Truth de- 
ſo, but could not at all depone on any particular 
Words wherein he taught it; would any be ſo ſenſe- 
leſs as to reject his Teſtimony 983 
Ihe Doubtfulneſs objected to this, ag: waliing 
Witneſſes Judges, is eaſily prevented by a cloſs and 
ticular Examination of the Witneſſes, which is not 
and to a Man of Senſe and Integrity Proof, both 


ſor the Sake of the Publick- well, and of the Pannel, 


ſhould go on real ſubſtantial Things, and not on cape 
tious Tiifles, better fitted to let Rogues cleape, than 
to ſave honeſt Men. £29 
Without remembring 


Word or Sengerice, or 


ihe precile. Order and Occaſion of ſaying Things, one 


may 


N 


may truly and jaftly depone, and his Teſtimony be 
with abundant Certainty. Such a cloſs and 2 a 
lar Examination as above ſecures this. 
That only ſome of Mr. Simſon's Scholars depone a+ 
gainſt him, may proceed from the Inadvertency of the 
reſt, and that he had but lately begun to teach theſe 
Hereſies. t NHL bag dual 
What is advanced in the laſt Place, P. 184. L. 3. £96. 
That no Teſtimonies can convict a Perſon of Error, 
©* but his own Writings, and that Words emitted are 
* inſufficient to prove Error and Hereſy, is very 
ſtrange Doctrine. The Arguments adduc'd. prove too 
much, it any Thing at all; That nothing whatſoever 
ſpoken by a Man can be proved againſt him, and leaſt 


of all, when what is emitted, happens to be hainous 


and important. This every Body will ſee contradictory 


to what is, and ever has been, Law and daily Practice, 
all the World over. And if it were not, then Society 
and Government muſt diſſolve, and Mankind disband. 


This ĩs too obvious to be inſiſted on. It might be here 
asked, how came the Synod of Merſe and the General 


Aſſembly to proceſs Mr. Gabriel Wilfon - for his Ser- 
mon? The Copy he was obliged to produce was not 
the only Proof. But why was he forced to give a 
Copy ? Was not this ſomewhat more than obliging to 
anſwer Queries ? But one may preach and teach 
without Writing, and ſo have no Copy to give ; and 
then let him preach down all that is Holy and Sacred, 
and teach for the Devil never ſo plainly and often, the 
Church cannot. ſtop him, becauſe no lawful Proof can 
poſſibly be had, tho' he had been heard by the moſt 
learned and grave Aſſembly , for this would ſtill be 


but Evidence by Witneſſes. We have ſeen the Canon 


Law admits Witneſſes to prove Hereſy, and even ſuch 
Witneſſes as in moſt other Caſes would not be admit- 


ted. And ſhall we not ſo much as allow Proof by 


Witneſſes, to concur with a Proof by Write? This 


is Mr. Simſon's Caſe. The Scripture lo lately produced | 


7 
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by Mr. Simon; P. 179. is ſoon forgot! Arainf: an 
Elder receieve not an - Accuſation, - but before tuo or 
three Witneſſes. Here there is no Exception of Caſes. 
And Mr. Simſon himſelf Caſe, P. 13. grants this, and 
nothing elſe to be ſufficient, - without any Exception; 
In the Month of two or three Witneſſes every Nord may 
be eftabliſhed, Matth. xviii. 16. And our Lord him- 
ſelf, when asked of his Doctrine, anſwered, Ask them 
that heard me what I have ſaid, bebold they know 
what I ſaid, John xviii. 21. 0 KP 
Ihe laſt Paper ſtands, P. 184. Pleading on the Re- 
Jevancy of the 4th Article. The Obje&ions on this 
Head are the moſt ſurprizing of all, either for Dul- 
neſs in not apprehending, or ſomewhat worſe, in miſ- 
repreſenting what is fo plainly libelled. Mr. Simſon 
is charged with ſaying, © The Three bleſſed Perſons 
* are neither numerically nor ſpecifically one in Sub- 
« -ſtance, but ſo the ſame as to be one God in three 
* Perſons. But tho” he rejected Numerical and Speci- 
* fical, he gave not any Name, nor attempted to give 
* any Notion of that Oneneſs. - And (to ſhew fur- 
ther that he meant not that they are truly one, 
* ſince he denyed them to be numerically ſo, it is. 
« added. that) there cannot be any but numerical 
* Oneneſs of Subſtance, conſiſtent with the God- 
1 which is but one in Number, and not — 

e s 184 and 185, are ſpent upon the | 
Aan | that the Import of this Part of the Libel 
, That Mr. Simſon denies the Unity of God, and 
ſhowing that he does it not. But this is to form a 
Man of Straw, and then fight againſt it. Mr. Sim- 


Ion is not libelled for notjbeing an Unitarian, but for not 


being a ſound Trinitarian. . He denies the Three Per- 
ſons to be the ſame numerically in Subſtatice, therefore 
he denies their being one and the ſame God, for dif- 
ferent Subſtances cannot be one and the ſame. - One 
Being and one Subſtance are Synonimous when we 
ſpeak not of Accidents, and What is not the fame 
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Subſtance, is riot the ſame Being. 4 to denycthem 
to be numerically. one, is in flat Words, to deny them 
to be one at all. Subſtance not numerically one, or 
(which is the ſame Thing) one in Number, is nume- 
rically, or in Number more than one; and therefore nt 
one Subſtance, but more Sub ſtauces. And therefore, 
it the Subſtance of the Three Perſons be not numeri- 
cally, or in Number One Subſtance, they are numerical WW” 
ly or in Number more, and ſo different Subſtances,” Al 
and ſo not one God, and conſequently not at all WP: 
God, for God is one in Number or numerically, and 

not more. The Libel alſo adds (ſpecifically). becauſe, 
ſo Mr. Simſon ſpoke, and not as if it were an Error to 
to fay, The Perſons are not ſpecifically. one. Specifical 
Oneneſs, is in this Caſe impoſſible, becauſe it makes 
Three Gods, And ſince he ſays the: bleſſed Three 
Perſons are neither in Number nor Species the ſame 
with Gcd, they muſi be according to him meer 
Creatures, ad, bv N ag J 
Io ſhow this, and charge it Home more fully, the 
Libel further adds, That when be aſſerted them to be ſo 
the ſame as to be one God in Three Perſons, be gave no 
Name, nor attempted to give any Notion of tbat One- 
neſs. He firſt excluded Oneneſs in Number, which is 
the plain obvious Notion of Oneneſs,” underſtood b 
all Mankind, and by the moſt illiterate ; - and yet at, 
ſerts an Oneneſs which he names not, nor tells what it 
is. And thereiore he either trifles and contradicts 
himſelf, or elſe by Oneneſs means ſomething he. docs 
not name, and which would again ſhow that he thinks 
them not One. ends tis of 
Therefore what follows Pages 186, 187, is mere 
quibbling, That Mr. Simſon is blamed for not ex- 
4 plaining the Manner of this glorious Myſtery. ? 
But *tis plain, that this is only in the Libel, to ſhow 
that Mr. Simſon indeed denies the . Oneneſs, tho“ he 
fallaciouſly pretends to affirm it; And tis a. very 
fooliſh Quibble, P. 186. to pretend to take the laſt 
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mfg and not more] as Aged for an af tion 
of that Openefs 70 only an aſſerting of ke the 
Jars ; expteſs ' Words, wherein he had denyed it, and 
owing chat the Denial of it in theſe Words, is geny⸗ 
Ing it Altogether. No Attempt of any Thing like au 
Anſwer to this, is: made, nor can it be jor ry It 
bs ſaid indeed in the fame Page 1. 9. a fine That 
the reject 4 that Word (Numerical) in the Man- 
libelled, was neither unſound nor unſafe ; be- 
uſe with, the ſame Breath the Plurality of Sub- f 
e was denyed, and the Unity of the Godhead in 
* 6, Trinity of Perſons affirmed in the plaineſt 
Maher.“ But 10, The Mariner libelled is * early 
ſet fort above, 1500 could; not well be miſrepreſented 
by. any but a So phiſter, and to reje& the Word a 
the ander Wbelled is Heretical. 2do, Tis an odd 
Way of ſpeaking ſoundly aud ſafely, firſt to deny and 
rejet in the moſt exprels Words, and then to affirm i 
general. ,37io, Mi. Sim yon affirms it not in the plaineſi 
Manner, ſince he affirms not, but denies it to be 
Numerical. Number is the 14 and moft obvious 
Notion, of any we have; and to fay a Thing or Things 
are not 1, 2, or 3 in Number, and yet to ſay they 


8 are teally and truly. 1, 2, 3, is ridiculous to the com- 


mon Senſe of all Men ; and it muſt be as plain; that 
N . 255 M 3, and in Number 1, 2 of 
35, is the Ir! is in vain to endeavour to darken 
this, by af RY of Numerical to be a.Philoſophical 
Pe as " 5 be as well ſaid, that tho Reaſon and 
7 n underſtood by all Men 
yet Re n cal are Philoſophick Terms, art 
oe to be uſed = {cn of Letters. . Whoever nnder- 
ſtands the Meaning of ie Word Pac will ably | 
IN| Sas or Nu 0 f Oh . 
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Mr. Simſon's own Pretext here, will help wut az 
little, vi. That in Ariftotle's Senſe, or as he ſays 
jn his Declaration, May 18. P. 187. l. 3. a fine, in 
“e ſach a Senſe as it is taken in common Uſe ap- 
* plyed to Creatures, Numerical reſtricts Oneneſs 
“ to one Perſon; for this is not owing to the Word 
Numerical, but to the only proper and ſtrict Notion 
of One, which is indeed moſt ſtrongly and clearly ex- 
preſſed by the Addition of the Term Numerically, or 
in Number. Therefore he might as well pretend to 
be afraid to ſay, That the Three Perſons are of One 
Subſtance, unleſs he ſhould add the Caution, But not 
taken in ſuch a Senſe as that Phraſe is in common Uſe 
applied to Creatures, which reſtricts it to one Perſon, 

fter ſaying this, could Mr. Smſon, without dawn- 
right jeſting, add, Jet they are One in a Senſe im- 
porting the ſtricteſt Unity of the Godbead, in Oppoſiti- 
on to a Plurality of Gods; yet ' conſiſtently with their 
being Three Perſons, in Oppoſition to One Perſon? 
Wherever there is one and the ſame intelligent Sub- 
ſtance among the Creatures, there is one Perſon, and 
no more. Thar one and the ſame intelligent Subſtance 
of God ſhould be Three Perſons, is a Myſtery we un- 
derſtand not; but it muſt not therefore be denied, 
on pretext of rejecting a Term, which Term does 


| beſt of any exclude Ambiguity and Subterfuge. 


And 4to, Mr. Simſon may have a Subterfuge or 
Eyaſion, notwithſtanding-his general Afertion. Why 
elſe reje&s he ſo plain and ſtrong Words as Numerical- 
2 or in Number? He who owns not the Neceſſary 
Exiſtence of the Perſon of Chriſt in the very higheſt 
e cannot believe him of one and the ſame Sub- 
tance truly and really, i. e. Numerically, with God 
the Father. We have heard of ſtrange Fancies about 
one common Principle, and certain Emanations from it, 
as Rays come from the Sun, which in ſome Senfe are 
the ſame Subſtance with it; yet not ſo as to be trul 


or numerically one with the Sun. It can be told 
where 


1 
where gfeveral ſuch wild and odd Things are to be 
met with. Whether any of theſe have entered into 
Mr. Simſon's Schemes, upon his Diſcovery of the In- 
ſufficiency of what our moſt eminent Divines have 
taught upon the Trinity, I need not enquire; | but 
Fancies of this Kind are not inconſiſtent with an inno- 
vating Genius, nor with the Expreſſions and Notions 
he has uſed and vented. Mr Smſon is as various in 
wrong Gloſſes, and pretended Miſapprehenſions of this 
Libel, as any Body can take him to be in unſound Di- 
vinity. Notwithſtanding of all we have heard on this 
Clauſe, he tells us, Caſe P. 59. J. 11. That theſe 
« Words, Nor can there be any but numerical One- 
« neſs, &c. not being alledged to be his, he does not 
ce think himſelf obliged to give any Anſwer to them. 
No indeed ! They are not alledged to be his, but they 
are an Argument againſt what is his, and therefore 
he ſhould think himſelf obliged to anſwer it. Which, 
how he hath performed, by this Time is plain enough. 
Let me put an End to theſe Remarks with one Ob- 
ſer vation more, to remove what ſeems to ſtick with 
ſome, who do not think enough upon this Subject: 
I have frequently met with it thrown up in Converſa- 
n- ; 2" y 
tion, That the adorable Trinity, and the Subjects a- 
8 bove hinted at, are not to be canvaſſed, and that tis 
| dangerous to meddle with them in publick, and there- 
ws fore Mr. Simſon ought by no means to be proſecuted, 
and this Proceſs ſnould be dropt. His Favourers in- 
Y | fCinuate, as if his Proſecuters were for this Church's 
coming to nice and needleſs Determinations, I per- 
F feRly agree as to the Awfulneſs of this adorable Sub- 
jet, and from my Heart wiſh Queſtions of this Na- 


ture had never been thrown up in this Church. I am 
ſure, the Intereſt of real, vital, practical Religion ſuf- 
fers by them; the ſooner they be off the Field in a 
right Way, ſo much the better; and theſe who have 
given Occaſion for them, have very much to anſwer 
tor. May the Lord ſo direct the Aſſembly, as with- 
e M 2 | out 
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out unneceſſary and hurtful Delays, we may be iu this 
Church ſpeedily rid of them. But then, tis moſt un- 
denyable, that all the Raſhneſs and Debate aroſe from 
Mr. Simſon. It is he only who uſed new Phraſes, 
hath botdly enough diſcarded -the old and approved 
ones, and vented unſound Doctrine. And even his 
Friends cannot deny, that at leaſt he has vented para- 
doxical Opinions, and ſtirred up needleſs and very 
hurtful Debates. And leaſt we come to toe nice and 
needleſs Determinat ions, muſt the Church then al- 
low a Man to miſlead, darken and confound 2 Where 
muſt this land, and what a Door muſt be opened? 
Pernicious Doctr ines and Phraſes may be ſtopt in this 
Church through God's good Hand upon us, without 
coming unto too nice Determinations. Needleſs they 


cannot be, when to prevent ſo great Miſchief. The 


ſureſt way. to prevent the Continuance of this  Diſ- 
te, and the riſing of many more in this Church, 
itherco free from them ſince the Reformation, is to 


ulſe the Diſcipline inſtitured by Chriſt, with deep Con- 
cern for the Truth, and with due Caution, Judgment” 


and Diſcretion. Certainly tis not adviſeable for the 
State to have nice Queſtions about Government, 
the Rights of King, Parliament and People, c. 


canvaſſed, and needleſly brought to be the Subject 


of publick Diſpute. But if a diſaffected, or ſedit ious, 
or giddy Fellow ſhould publiſh or teach Opini- 


ons - Contrary. to the Conſtitution, - or undermin- 


ing it, or ſhaking Mens Loyalty, or rendering 
them' dark and doubtful what is Loyalty, and to 
whom. they owe it: Let us alſo ſuppoſe this Fellow 
a Profeſſor of the publick Law, and ſet in the Chair 
Snare to teach quite otherwiſe ; ' Would he be 
born with, becauſe. it is not fit to have needleſs Diſ- 
putes about theſe Matters? Were not this in effect 
actually to allow ſuch Diſputes, whereby wrong No- 
tions might be intertained among the People, and 
actually to ſuffer wrong Notions to be taught them? 


An unſcaſcnable Proſecution on ſuch Heads, no 


doubt 
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doubę, does Hurt; but confidering what hath already 
appeared of the Pannel's Spiric and Conduct, an 
Wat is paſſing among our Neighbours in England 
and TreJand, and I fear getting in among our ſelves; 
furely this is a moſt needful and ſeaſonable Proſecution. 
May the merciful and gracious God, who hath hither- 
to watched over, and helped the Church of Scotland, 
and given his faithful Promiſe, That upon all the Glo- 
A ſpall be a Defence, kindly lead and dire& the A,. 
embly in this important and momentuous Affair. 


It may now be proper for a Concluſion to the Re- 


marks made upon the Profeſſor's Caſe, to take ſome 
Notice of the Introduction prefixed to the Preface, and 
which is continued unto the 12th Page. '' 
The Author appears to be of the ſame Way of 'Think= 
ing with the Profeſſor, as is plain by his Reaſoning, 
which will afterwards be conſidered. + N. 

He tells, The Publication is for the Uſe of the 


© Committee, who are appointed Judges in the Pro- 


e feflor's Proceſs, and of all the Members who may 
6e in the next Aſſembly give the final Decifion ; and 
e of others who tre concerned for the Truth. But 
tis certain, the laſt General Aſſembly, who appointed 
the Committee for Purity, and reſerved the final De- 
termination of this Proceſs to the approaching AF- 
ſembly, had no ſuch Thoughts of the Uſefulneſs of 
this Pamphlet, and they muſt be very partial in Fa- 
vour of the Profeſſor; who can think the Publication 
of a Book, ſo full of Complaints of his Judges, Miſ- 


repreſentations of their Proceedings, and Arguings a- 


gone them, uſeful to the Committee or General Aſ⸗ 
e 


mbly, or to thoſe who would ſee a genuine Account 


of this Matter. - eee 
Hle next flatters his Reader, 'That he muſt obſerve 
ce with Pleaſure, That the Truth is not in the | leaſt 


© Danger ; that as the Proceſs now ſtands, the Intereſt 


ce of that is almoſt intirely out of the Queſtion, and it 
appears now not to be the Cauſe of Truth, but of 
8 a 3 2 . 4 FI c 2 
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4 a particular Man that is in tation 
Whether Profeſſor Simſon has uttered Expreſſions 
* that were not the moſt proper, or exactly agreeable 
to the Orthodox Doctrine of this Church, which it 
« appears he has always taught, and {till continues to 
« afkrt as his own Faith. | 
© Anſ. Seeing the late General Aſſembly found it pro- 
ven, as the Prefacer acknowledges, P. 38, 39. That the 
Profeſſor in teaching his Scholars, denyed the Neceſſary 
Exiſtence of our Lord Feſus ; and alſo ſaid, This is a 
Thing we know not, and rejected the Exculpation he 
offered to elide the Libel ; it is very extraordinary, 
after this to ſay, That the Truth is not concerned, or 
is not in the leaſt Danger, and that it appears he has 
always taught, and ſtill continues to maintain the Or- 
thodox Doctrine of this Church as his own Faith. 
Are theſe Doctrines, proven upon the Profeſſor, the 
Orthodox Doctrines of this Church? Or. is there no 


Danger to the Truth in a Profeſſor's teaching ſuch 


Do&trines to the Youth, in training them up for the 
Holy Miniſtry? And muſt a very grave and judicious 
Member of the late Aſſembly be inſulted by a frequent 


Repetition of his Words in diſtinguiſhing Characters, 


when he expreſſed with great Fidelity and Gravity his 
Apprehenſions of a melancholy Appearance of Error 
coming in among us, 


The Author ſays, Page 5. The Act of the Aſſembly 


ec 1726, appointing Inquiry to be made into Mr. 


« Simſou's Opinions and Doctrine concerning the 
« Holy Trinity, proceeds upon certain Surmiſes and 
© Reports of unſound Doctrine being taught at Glaſ- 
* gow, which Reports had ſpread ſo far, that ſeveral 
© Presbyterics had inſtructed their Commiſſioners to 
« propoſe that Inquiry might be made into the 
4 Grounds of thoſe Reports. This he ſays is F ty 
remarkable, and the Ground of it is, becauſe the 
chief Article found proven, is ſaid to have bꝛen uttered 
in December 1725. And the Inſtruct ions to ſom: ev 
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the Presbyteries pretty diſtant from Gla/gow,- mult have 
been given a conſiderable Time before May 1726; fo 


that theſe Reports have ſpread with a Velocity, as 
might be apt to make a Stranger, at leaſt, ſuſpe& that 
ſome Induſtry had been uſed in propagating them. 


Anſwer *Tis not eaſy to gueſs upon whom 
the Author would have this Guilt lodged; . But 


as tis certain the R of Profeſſor Simſen's 
teaching unſoundly, were ſpreading in Gla/gow in No- 
vember 1725 ; ſo, there's not ſo little Commerce and 
Correſpondence betwixt "Glaſgow and Places more 
diſtant than the Bounds of theſe Presbyteries, which in- 
ſtructed their Commiſſioners, but ſuch Reports might in 
the Space of one Week, fly to them. And no doubt, 
many People once hearing ſuch a Surmiſe, would either, 
through Concern for the great Foundation Truths of 
Chriſtianiry, or from Curioſity, be enquiring by Ler- 
ters to the Students or others, about what was taught, 
or reported there to be taught about theſe Things; fo 
that the remoteſt Presbyteries, who inſtructed their 
Commiſſioners, might have had Abundance of Time for 
this. And the Author muſt be a great Stranget 
indeed, if he has not known that Reports of Matters 
of ſo much leſs Conſequence, have ſpread far and near 
in a ſhorter Time. if STOR IL ATED! 1 
Ibe Introduction acknowledgeth The Inquiry into 
« Mr. Simſon's Opinions and Doctrines has been made 
with great Fidelity and Diligence by the Presby- 
<« tety of Glaſgow.” Whether this be ſaid in Jt or 
Earneſt, is no great Matter ; but *tis pity it could 
not be alſo ſaid, That Mr. Simſon honeſtly complied 
with the juſt and innocent Method for diſcovering his 
Opinions and  DoErines. Upon the contrary: tis 
told, . He did not think the Way in which the In- 
qguiry was managed, agreeable to the Appointment 
of the Act of the Aſſembly, which ' forbids the In- 
8 | any Article not contained: in 
the Word of God, the Confeſſion of Faith, Larget 
"EY E and 
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I give a 151 Awe to theſe 
£ ©: Queſtions apr nſc- 


s. quences.to himſell 13 "far 
miſtook him, as to e 4e ined to 180 
the Queſt ions, as not daring 


8 Upan: the Subj bee of 1 And 


any xeal Foundation in oy: ad, as may well be png 
725 Toa has appeared i in the Lerner Trial 8 

Anus. 1120, Tho- there i Proof of th 0- 
felfor 8 Unſoundneſs, in the Trial vpon the Libel, 572 
his declining to clear himſelf of the Errors, that by. 4 
fama clamaſa were charged upon him, and ſeeming. ra; 
ther to juſtify, and explain into a found Senſe the Ex- 
preſſions ſaid to be .uttered by him him, and de to 
anſwer the plain Queſtions propoſed to So trying 
his Soundneſs, did lay a Foundation for Suſpicion. 
2do, The Author — have a Way n hinking ſores 
what peculiar to himſelf and to the Proſeſſot, when. he 
alledges that nothing has appeared from the Trial ur upon 
the Libel, to bea Foundation -for Suſpicion, HS it 
is found proven, that he bas denied the Neceſſary- 
#xiſtence of the Son of God at one Time, and at e 
Time ſaid it is & Thing we know not. 

The Iotroduction pretends, to ſum up chat its bc 
tovered in that Trial conceming the Protellor's 
hiotis and Doctrine, That he has been in Uſe. c - us 
e flantly and babitually to teach the Orthodox Dgcs 
"War Confe fon. And tis true it has been 


pro⸗ 
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+ thi: Profeſſor, Su 2 che Articles, of our 
Con Fin concerning the Tinity: But Men may 


-underſtand the Words of, our Confeſſion in very ditſe- 
rent Senſes, And tis 


plain from the Profeifor S Au- 
ſwers to the References under the Queſtions: propoſed 
to him, he has allowed a Senſe; of one Article, via. The 
Father is of None, as including, not only Se/f-exiftence, 


but Neceſſary-exiſtence In his which 


no ſound Divine has done. Dr. Clark's Doctrine, 


that the Son derives. his Being from the Father, not by 


meer Neceſſity of Nature, 1 by an Act ot the Fa- 


thet's Hcomronteaſible. Power and Will, appears to 


be very contrary to the Articles of the Charch of « Bog: 
land; yet the Doctor does. not ſcrupk, even ſinoe 


venting this Doctrine, to fign thee Articles. 


Te Introduction goes on, The Profeſſor has al- 


vays taught the ſupreme and true Deity of the Son ot 
# God, and his Equality with the Farber, as to all the 
« effential Properties of the Divine Nature, and that 
be has been in Uſe to refute the ſeveral Branches of 
Gs the Arian Hereſy, and even the Articles in which 
« Dr. Clark bas differed ſrom the received Onwliodou 

Doctrine. 

I be laſt mentioned Doctrine of Dr. Clark 8 concern 
ing the Generation of the Son. is certainly one great 


Doctrine wherein he has differed from the - received 


Po&rine, and which has made : greateſt Noiſe ; But 8 
there the leaſt Mention i in the epalitions of his colt” 
demning this? 

The facrodugion takes notice of the Prafciior's De- 
claration in the moſt ſolemn Manner at the Rar of the 


General Aſſembly, and of the ample Satisfackien he 


gave as to the Soundneſs of his Opinions in the Points 
of Doctrine, to which his Libel relates, in the paper 
he offered to the laſt Aſſembly, Ma 18. 

But tis thought this Declaration, as a mhle 45 it is 
alledged to be, can carry little Weight, when 
b e till aer u is found depened again: him, 


Aance in Number. 


E 
that he denied Chrit's afk, 


Declaration is ſd clogged; as leaves it 


Beſi dos, his 


doubrial if 
he thinks the Perſomi of the Son Neeclarly exiſtent,” oz 


that the "Three Perſons of the Godhead att of one Sub- 


It is plain by his o Confeſſion 


in his Defences againſt the Libel; that he has raught 
that the Three Perſons are not to be ſaid to be one 
Subſtance numerically, and does not retract this. 

The Author further alledges, ® There is no Reaſon 
& to have the leaſt Suſpicion: againſt the Veracity or 


< Ingenuity of this habitual Orthodoxy 


of the Profel- 


« for's Lectures to his Scholars, and of his Declara= 
* tions by Word and Writing before the General Af- 


t ſembly, 


nor from the 


particular Circumſtances of 


* this Caſe, becauſe it he werean Hetetick in his Ree? 
1 * lays he, is it credible that he could have t 

c them in ſuch a Manner, as not to diſcover his — 
* Sentiment, or teach them the Opinions he deſigned 


to propa 


* 


But this ſcarte needs any Anſwer: 
Tis well known that Hereticks ate not very 


n, but 


much upon the Reſerve, hiding themſelves under dark 


Forms of Speech at firſt; 


and when they teach Or- 


thodox Doctrines, to 2 their Errors with it, and to 
deliver contrary Propoſitions at different Times. And 
it x Man teach Error, and at the ſame Time take for 
his Text the Articles of our Conſeſſion he will convey the 


Poyſon with leſs Suſpicion, if he can by ſophiſtical 


ca- 


ſoning make a ſeeming Coley: of his Doctrine with 


the Text. 


Tis added, The Profeſſor s perſonal Character Is 


& ſuch as mult remove all Sufpicion with evety Body Þ 


* the leaſt acquainted with it of his being a ey Di 
« {ermbler ft his private Sentiments for the Sike of 


a worldly 


Intereſt. 


*Tis well known that his Temper 


*: leans * any Exceſs on that Side, but rather to 
e the contrary, that he is open and Tngenuous, even 
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A "Tis true it has been obſerve "of the Proſeh⸗ 
ſor, that when he thought he was ſafe, he could have 
uſed very much Freedom in delivering his Sentiments 


upon ſome Points of our Doctrine, ſo as to give Of- 


fence to ſome very good and judicious Men. A it 
is as true that ſince the Inquiry into his late Doc- 
trines began, he has not ſhowed any Frankneſs in 
opening his Mind, at beat to any of his Brethren or 
other Judges. 

There follows in the Introdugi ion A Queſtion, 
« Where is the Danger to be juſtly apprehended 


„“ from this Man? Or where is the melancholy Ap - 


By which it ſeems, becauſe this 
Author will not let himſelf belicve, what to the Con- 


« pearance of Error.” 


viction of the Aſſembly has been proven againſt the 


\Profeſſor, | and thinks his own Declaration is the moſt 


ample Satisfaction as to the Soundneſs of his Opinions; 
therefore there is no Danger to be apprehended from 
this Man. Nay it ſeems all the Danger with him, 

is in oy ecuting the Profeſſor for Error, fo that it is 
ſafer for the Church, even to allow the Profeſſor to go 
on in teaching as he hath done, than to call him to any 
Account for what he has taught. 

The Author gocs on an his own Way to ſum up 
re the Grounds of all the Surmiſes and Reports of the 
« Alarm that has been taßen, and of the melancho- 
* ly Appearances that many have imagined the 
* ſaw. Why, in reality no more than this at bor { 

c that once, and but once in all the Courſe of 
© Profeſſors reaching, two or three of his Scholars 
* have ſwore, that he uttered an Expreſſion or two, 


= which, talen as they rehearſe it, cannot be well 
cc reconciled with the Truth, ot with the Profeſſor * 


0 ordinary Doctrine.“ 
At this Rate the Author may jeſt away Ext 


ng whatſoever. There were two weighty \rticles' 


N 2 found 
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Doctrine of them was taught ar different Times; u fie 
might have known that there was another Article of 
che Läbel found relevant; wiz. his denying numeris 
cat Oneneſs, which the Profeſlor. did on in his An- 
ſwers to the Libel. But theſe are but finail Things 
Wich this Auchor, for he ſays Par. laſt, Suppoſim 
theſe Expreſſions ever ſo deans proven, the en 
1 may be to blame as deficient ſome what in Cau- 
* tion, or Prudence, in not keeping a ſtricter Guard 
de overt his Speech; but that can make him no He- 
* retick, nor put the Church in Danger of the In- 
«* troductioh of ſuch dreadful Errors as have been 
* apprehended.” It ſeems then the Neceſſary-ex- 
iſtence of out Lord Jeſus Chriſt, rhe ſtricteſt Unity in 
the Godhead, are no Articles of this leatned Man's 
Faith, ſeeing the denying of them is no dreadful Er- 
for ; and if upon this Kecount the Profeſſor has ap- 

ied to this Author, to uſher in this new Edition o 
s Cafe into the World by aPerformance-of this Kind, 
fie has not been miſtaken i - his Man, bur . bas 
gained little Credit to his Cauſe. 2 . 


F 4 9 


rn * 


; ' 
, © + | 
. 1 _- 4T. 
1 * P 
4 A — Fn N | 
got * 7 CLF 2 - * 8 
COPD S 4 : | 
pf IR; * 
&* 1 * 
. R R AT Ac 75 | 
| * * f 


Age 5. Line g 9. qualis re ad equalis. P. 8. Te ge lik 

2 ro this Page ought to have Comma's ta, But 'tis + 
Dell known. P. 10. l. 17. r. liz i aud. P. 20. I. 1. r. 
Fare. P. 21 1. 3s a fine, . Good of the: Chureb. P. 33. J. 3s, 
a fine, T- qerftioniv. P. 37. J. 15. a fine, r. rig is. P. 60. 
17. u fide, r. bat. P. 65. 1. 13. a fine, , Page 64. P. 66. 

I. 13. a fine, r. Doctrines. ibid. 1. 19. , e who, P. 68. 

LF» wo 3 P. 689. I. 19. To Page 66. P. 75 1 laſt, 1. „ 
1 76. I. 1. r. faGore. Be 2 I. 20.1 Ts by thePres-" 


U 13. r. Jae | 23 nw : | 


* 2 + 


* 


> 


ELLE ISTL EM. ALLE, COL, 


a 
> 


<> 


* 
5 
: 
' 


'S 


— <= + 
un 2D 
6 * — 7 
— — - - 
— . ——— A__ — 
— 
ä — ä ů —„V-—¾ — 
. 


1s 1 i * 2 fond dect by by he ks 3 


= —_ Y a — = 
= F-4 - - o I - 

. ; : 2 
8 ” 4 2 >, b eo . 5 — * 

. EE Fuoagef 

3. . - — = + — * _ 2 — 
ry * . * 
- * ” d 7 
1 * 
* 4 4 4 * — 


82. of Hong 


3 17. A By 4 . bit. P. 65. * 13 a fine, I. Page 64. . 66. | 


13. a fine, r. 2 ibid. 1. 2. 85 - who. P. 68. 1. 
* a fine; r. Taff. P. 69. I. >= 4 * . 77. laſt 4. 
1 S* 76. 1. 1. r. factore Tis K a wy "Re : 
* l N * 4 _ 
4 1 13. Ie Tae IN» wel 2 
* | i 
A * 
4 » 6 3 
7 — > 75 * "8 
5 | The 2 
15 yy 2 


4 7 d . "* 
1 F 3 92 » 17 
* 


Doctrine of them was taught at e Times; * wh 


might haye known that there was another Article of 
"6 Lib found relevant; viz. his de numeris 


cat Oneneſs, which the Profeſſor. did o in his An- 
wers to the Libel. But theſe are but ſmali Things 
with this Author, for he ſays Par. laſt, © Suppoſim 
_ © thefe Expreſſions ever {0 dear proven, the Nele 
7 « r may be to blame as deficient ſomewhat in Cau- 
* tion, or Prudence, in not keeping à ſtricter Guard 
de over his. Speech; but that can make him no Hes 
retick, nor put the Church in Danger of the In- 
0 troductioh of ſuch dreadful Ertors as have been 
* apprehended.” It ſeems then the Neceflary-ex- 
iftence of out Lord Jeſus Chriſt, rhe ſtricteſt Unity in 
the Godhead, are no Articles of this leatned Man 
Faith, ſeeing the denying of them is no- dreadful. Ex- 


tor; and if upon this Kecownt the Profeſſor has ap- 
ied to this Author, to uſher in this new Edition 


Cafe into the World by aPerformance:of this Kind 


Ws not been miſtaken i 10 his Man, bar a 1 
Of little Credit to his Cauſe. 
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